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ABSTRACT
Title: A case study of six EFL freshman readers: Overview of
metacognitive ability in reading
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Thesis Chairperson: Dr. Dan J. Tannacito, Bilkent University, MA TEFL
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Thesis Committee Members: Ms. Patricia Brenner, Dr. Ruth Yontz, Bilkent
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The present study was designed to investigate metacognitive abilities 
of six individual readers, particularly their level of awareness about how 
they read, the strategies they used to comprehend a text, and how their 
awareness and actual strategy use were reflected in their comprehension.
The participants were EFL freshman students at an English-medium university 
in Turkey.
Three sets of verbal data were collected from the participants 
through the use of mentalistic research methods —  think-aloud protocols, 
retrospective reports, and self-report interviews. Think-aloud protocols 
and retrospective reports provided data on actual strategy use, and self- 
report interviews produced information about the readers* metacognitive 
awareness of their own reading processes and strategies. The use of these 
different sets of data provided a better understanding of the processes 
contributing to the readers* comprehension of a text which was assessed 
through recall protocols.
Good comprehenders were found to have a high level of awareness and 
control of their reading processes. The present results suggest that it 
was primarily effective and constant use of comprehension monitoring and 
self-assessment strategies which distinguished good readers from the 
others. These findings lead to the conclusion that metacognitive awareness 
and strategy use has the potential to influence comprehension outcomes in a 
positive manner.
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CHAPTER 1 INTRODUCTION 
Background of the Problem
English-medium universities in EFL settings require students to be 
highly proficient in English. A passing score on the freshman proficiency 
exam or a TOEFL score of 550 is a prerequisite for enrollment in such 
universities in Turkey. Thus, freshman students at these English-medium 
universities are expected to be able to use the language as a tool for 
learning academic subject matter from the very start of their university 
life. Yet, many of these students encounter serious difficulties, 
especially in acquiring new information through the reading of academic 
material.
In order to better understand these difficulties, it is important to 
consider both the type of reading purpose involved and the cognitive 
processes required in this academic reading context, and the 
characteristics of students.
Students at such universities need to read in English in order to 
understand and learn content. They do not read to practice their reading 
or to build up their general knowledge of the language, but to acquire new 
information from academic material. In short, the nature of reading in a 
foreign language in such academic contexts is for the purpose of reading- 
to-learn, an activity which is both quantitatively and qualitatively (i.e., 
required cognitive effort) different from reading {learning-to-read) within 
an EFL classroom.
In addition to their textbooks, students in this academic environment 
have to read quite a large amount of supplementary reading material in 
order to meet the requirements of their university coursework. The task of 
handling lengthy, information-dense prose in textbook and supplementary 
reading assignments is often a great source of frustration. When asked 
about how she dealt with the reading assignments in one course a student 
said:
So frustrating. I*ve given up reading. Because there is too much to
read . . . Western Civilization, for example, pages after pages.
There are a lot of words that I don't know. New terms, · . . they
just don't make sense sometimes. I first tried to memorize, but it
doesn't work well. I now take notes during the lectures and study
from them.
The scope each content course has to cover is not only extensive, but 
also conceptually unfamiliar to students, especially in the initial stages 
of their courses when they do not yet have enough background knowledge 
about subject matter. Moreover, the context-reduced nature of the academic 
language (Cummins, 1979) is different from the kind of language students 
were exposed to in their previous EFL classrooms. "New terms", and "they 
don't make sense" are the words that reflect the feelings of a student who 
was taught how to read in English through the topics in her own experience, 
and is now faced with cognitively demanding tasks of learning new 
information through reading academic texts.
The requirement of learning about subject matter through the medium 
of a foreign language is a multifaceted task for these EFL students. They 
need to cope with the difficulties of reading in a foreign language and 
comprehend what they read. However, this is only one aspect of the task, 
which Spiro and Myers (1984) refer to as "local adequacy of understanding." 
They are also expected to go beyond that, and integrate this newly 
comprehended information from a text with other related knowledge they 
already possess.
In other words, in this learning through reading process, students 
need to extend their knowledge independently of their teachers by 
synthesizing information from various sources, and apply it as needed. 
Application of acquired information involves contributing to class 
discussions, accomplishing written assignments, and performing adequately 
on exams. Thus, effective reading is essential to success in the academic 
environment.
However, many teachers have observed that texts usually remain 
unread, and supplementary materials given out in the courses are often 
filed away until the exams. Students who experience difficulty handling 
academic texts develop different survival techniques such as using rote­
learning methods, or relying only on lecture notes to meet the pressing 
needs of the academic context.
Two types of student should be considered in this context. The first
type of student, after having had the traditional six years of English 
classes in high school, studied English at university preparatory school 
without ever actually using the language for his/her own purpose. Thus, 
these students might experience difficulty in moving from prep school EFL 
classroom material to subject-area expository text which they now have to 
read to learn.
The second group of students, on the other hand, pursued some part of 
their previous education through the medium of English. They start 
university with some experience in using the foreign language as a tool for 
learning content. Yet, many of them find it difficult to adjust to the new 
reader/learner role in the university environment. This difficulty is 
perhaps due to the characteristics of previous schooling which stress 
imitative forms of testing, and thus condition students to a rather 
passive, dependent role in their learning.
However, students when attending university courses need to take 
greater responsibility for their own learning than apparently they have 
been prepared for. In a broad sense, taking responsibility for one’s own 
learning brings about the need for consciousness about one’s own reading 
processes and strategies, that is, knowing how one reads. Students need 
this awareness to be able to better control their reading processes, and 
thus better handle the barrage of information they have to read to learn.
Effectiveness in this sense requires students to know about the 
reading context, its demands, and effective strategies. In other words, if 
students know what is needed to read effectively, they can then use this 
knowledge to meet the demands of a task. This knowledge and the ability to 
use this knowledge in learning situations are commonly referred to as 
’metacognition" (Flavell, 1979; Baker, & Brown, 1984).
Since learning is heavily dependent on reading in academic contexts, 
we should then perhaps help the students who have difficulties handling 
reading assignments through special training programs. In other words, we 
should help them become more aware of the mental processes involved in 
reading, and teach them how to use their own cognitive resources to control 
these processes.
However, we need to explore what they know about their own reading
processes and strategies, and what they actually do while reading before we 
determine what they should learn. This need led us to collect verbal data 
from individual readers in an attempt to understand how they actually cope 
with the task of reading expository texts in English. In other words, this 
process-centered study was designed on the assumption that the 
determination of students' instructional needs should be based on a close 
investigation of what they actually do during the act of learning.
Purpose of the Study
The importance of awareness and control of one's own activities while 
reading provided the framework for this in-depth case study on the reading 
processes of freshman Turkish EFL students. The primary purpose of the 
study was to explore metacognitive abilities of six university freshman 
readers, that is, their awareness/knowledge and control of the cognitive 
processes involved in reading. The study was designed particularly to 
investigate these readers' knowledge about effective strategies, their 
actual strategy use, and how these two components were reflected in their 
comprehension of a representative academic text.
Through the use of mentalistic research methods (think-aloud and 
retrospective self-reports), we collected verbal data from six individual 
freshman students. We hoped that what emerged from the analysis of the 
data would provide a rich context for understanding the relationship 
between metacognitive strategy use and comprehension.
It is in this light that the findings of this study could help us 
understand how we can help the EFL students at English-medium universities 
who have difficulty coping with the demands of English texts. The findings 
could then provide a perspective on the training of these students in more 
efficient reading.
Research Questions
The focus of this research was on the role of metacognitive ability 
in the EFL reading process. Baker and Brown (1984) define two important 
components involved in this ability. The first component (metacognitive 
awareness or knowledge) refers to people's knowledge about their own
cognitive resources, and the second (metacognitive control) refers to the 
strategies which control learning activities, such as planning, monitoring, 
and evaluating.
Within the scope determined by these two components, the objectives 
of this study were as follows:
- to examine what readers actually do in the process of reading, and to 
identify their metacognitive strategies;
- to investigate the relationship between metacognitive strategy use and 
comprehension;
- to explore readers’ level of awareness of their reading processes and 
strategies;
- to explore whether this awareness is reflected in the actual practice of 
reading.
These objectives led us to investigate the following questions:
(1) Do readers use metacognitive strategies in the process of reading?
(2) Does metacognitive strategy use affect comprehension?
(3) Are readers aware of their reading processes and strategies?
(4) Is readers' awareness about how they read reflected in the actual 
process of reading.
Conceptual Definitions of Terms 
As defined previously, metacognition involves two dimensions: 
knowledge or awareness of cognition and control of cognition (Baker, & 
Brown, 1984). Because this study focuses on both, it is necessary to 
explain what each of these two aspects refers to.
Metacoqnitive knowledge refers to knowledge which learners have about 
their own cognitive processes that they use to acquire knowledge or skills 
in different situations (Wenden, 1987b). Flavell (1979) refers to three 
main categories of metacognitive knowledge: knowledge about person, task,
and strategy, which interact in the process of a learning task.
Metacoqnitive control refers to learners' control of the cognitive 
activities they engage in. These self-regulatory mechanisms (Baker, & 
Brown, 1984) involve strategies such as planning ahead, monitoring, 
evaluating or checking outcomes, and revising plans.
Limitations and Delimitations
One possible limitation of this study is that it did not investigate 
the question of whether reading in a second or foreign language is to some 
extent influenced by the transfer of reading abilities from the first 
language (interlingual transfer). The only information obtained about the 
participants' reading ability in the first language is the judgements made 
by their Turkish instructors, used in selecting the participants. In other 
words, this study investigated the effectiveness of metacognitive strategy 
use in the foreign language reading without reference to the question of 
whether reading strategies transfer.
Case study was the most appropriate method, because the aims of this 
study were in-depth understanding of a complex phenomenon —  reading 
process — , and an increase in the conviction in that there is a 
relationship between metacognitive ability and effective reading through 
the analysis of the multiple sets of data obtained from the readers.
In order to reach a holistic understanding of the issue examined, 
three components —  meitacognitive knowledge/awareness, metacognitive 
stratèges, and reading comprehension — , and the interactive relationships 
among them were investigated through the use of multiple methods of data 
collection. Although the study provides context-bound information, what 
emerged from a close analysis of the intensive data is expected to match 
the reality in similar contexts, and could also serve as background 
information for further major investigations.
CHAPTER 2 LITERATURE REVIEW
To completely analyze what we do when we read would almost be the 
acme of a psychologist's achievements, for it would be to describe 
very many of the most intricate workings of the human mind.
(Huey, 1908/1968, p. 8)
Introduction
As Huey implies, the question of what it is we do when we read is 
very complex. Surprisingly, however, we do have some answers today.
Recent research on text processing has greatly expanded understanding of 
the mental processes involved in reading. We now recognize the 
heterogeneity of readers; that is, how their approaches to texts vary 
depending on many factors, including their purposes, language abilities, 
background knowledge, cognitive resources, and the strategies they use. 
This recent focus on the process rather than on the product of reading has 
led to the adoption of different research methodologies in the 
investigation of readers' processes.
To place the present study in a conceptual framework, this chapter 
provides an overview of the changing views of reading theory, and reviews 
current research in second language reading which has contributed to our 
understanding of the reading process. The chapter also presents the 
contributions made by the use of verbal data in second language reading 
research. Five important areas are reported: interactive approach to
reading, metacognition, reading proficiency, reading in academic contexts, 
and mentalistic research methods.
Interactive Approach to Reading
Current views of second language reading have been largely influenced 
by first language reading models, particularly by reading models based on 
the work by Goodman (1968) and Smith (1988). The view of reading as an 
interactive process between the reader and the text (Goodman, 1968) and the 
reader as an active participant in this process who seeks meaning 
purposefully (Smith, 1988) to reconstruct a message from the text has also 
become a part of second language reading theory (Bernhardt, 1991).
This kind of interpretation of reading has made the reader as an
information processor a major focus of second language reading research. 
Widdowson (1984) emphasizes the role of the reader in generating meaning 
from text, and defines reading as the process of combining textual 
information with the information a reader brings to a text. Thus, 
comprehending a text is an interactive process between the reader’s 
background knowledge and the text (Carrell, Sc Eisterhold, 1988). In this 
view, reading involves interaction between old and new information with the 
former referring to the reader's knowledge already stored in memory, the 
latter to the information presented in the text.
Lower-level and Higher-level Processing
A growing interest in the process of reading has led researchers to 
examine readers' processing behaviors. They refer to two levels of 
processing which readers utilize to construct meaning out of a text: 
lower-level (bottom-up) and higher-level (top-down) processing. Lower- 
level processing, which is also known as text- or data-driven processing, 
or text-based approach (Bernhardt, 1991), refers to the information 
obtained by means of bottom-up decoding of letters, words, phrases, 
sentences, and cohesive ties. Higher-level processing refers to the 
information provided by means of top-down analysis. This kind of 
processing is also referred to as concept- or knowledge-driven processing, 
or reader-based approach (Bernhardt, 1991), including such notions as 
background knowledge or schemata, topic of discourse, coherence, context, 
predicting, and inferencing. Carrell (1987b) defines bottom-up processing 
as "relating the text being processed to what is already known [emphasis on 
textual coding]," and top-down processing as "relating what is already 
known to the text being processed [emphasis on reader interpretation and 
prior knowledge]" (p. 26).
The Role of Schema Theory
How prior knowledge is used in higher-level comprehension processes 
can be explained through the notion of schemata (Anderson, & Pearson,
1984). First used by Bartlett (1932), a schema is a "body of knowledge 
that provides a framework within which to locate new items of knowledge" 
(Harre, & Lamb, 1983, p. 544). In the schema-theoretic view, the reader's 
background knowledge refers not only to the reader's linguistic knowledge
(linguistic schemata) and level of proficiency in the SL, but also to the 
reader's background knowledge of the content area of a text (content 
schemata) and of the rhetorical structure of a text (formal schemata).
In second language reading research some researchers (Carrell, 1984, 
1987a; Carrell, & Eisterhold, 1988) investigated how a text's content and 
rhetorical structure influence readers' comprehension. Their work 
indicates that these two types of schemata (content and formal schemata) 
play a fundamental role in readers* comprehension and recall. Spiro and 
Myers (1984) argue that availability of a relevant schema is necessary for 
successful top-down processing. If readers can activate the relevant 
schema, it helps them better interpret a text. This argument has also been 
verified through studies which investigated the influence of readers* 
cultural and academic background on comprehension (Alderson, & Urquhart, 
1988; Steffensen, & Joag-Dev, 1984). Proficiency in lower-level processing 
(linguistic schemata, e.g., automatic decoding skills) is also necessary 
for fluent reading (Stanovich, 1990). Yet, it does not guarantee 
successful comp^rehension (Spiro, & Myers, 1984).
Interactive Processing
Research on the role of the reader's schemata has highlighted its 
contribution to comprehension. However, the fact that comprehension also 
depends on the text, and thus text and reader characteristics together 
influence what a reader gets out of a text makes the interactive view 
appealing (Barnett, 1989). In this view, the reader interacts with the 
text to create a meaning as the reader's mental processes interact with 
each other at different levels to make the text meaningful (Rumelhart, 
1977). It is now generally accepted by second language reading researchers 
that top-down and bottom-up processes should work interactively for 
successful reading (Carrell, 1988; Carrell, Devine, & Eskey, 1988; Grabe, 
1991).
In other words, successful reading involves an interaction between 
top-down and bottom-up processing rather than reliance on either one alone. 
According to Eskey (1988), for example, " . . .  readers must work at 
perfecting both their bottom-up recognition [decoding] skills and top-down 
interpretation strategies. Good reading . . . that is, fluent and accurate
reading . . . can result only from a constant interaction between these
processes" (p· 95).
Reading Strategies
The activity of the reader in the reading process has been attributed 
to reading strategies which reveal the way readers interact with written 
text in the process of meaning construction. A reader*s strategic 
resources could also be referred to as one component of his/her schemata 
(Casanave, 1988).
The term "strategies" is often referred to as the techniques readers 
employ to manage their interactions with a text (Barnett, 1989). However, 
there is a lack of consensus in the literature on a definition of this term 
(Wenden, 1987c). Wenden makes a distinction between mental processes and 
strategies:
The’mental operations that encode incoming information are referred 
to as processes. The changes brought about by these processes are 
referred to as organizations of knowledge or knowledge structures 
[schemata]. The techniques actually used to manipulate the incoming 
information and, later, to retrieve what has been stored are referred 
to as cognitive strategies, (p. 6)
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Weinstein and Mayer (1986) refer to the learning [reading] process as 
an encoding process which includes several internal cognitive processes 
such as selection, acquisition, construction, and integration, and define 
strategies as activities or behaviors used to influence these cognitive 
processes.
Researchers have investigated the cognitive reading strategies used 
by L2 students, and the effect of the use of these strategies on reading 
achievement (Block, 1986; Hosenfeld, 1977; Knight, Padrón, & Waxman, 1985; 
Yolanda, & Waxman, 1987). In these studies, distinct differences have been 
found in good and poor readers* strategic repertoires and strategy use. 
However, a reader who has a repertoire of effective cognitive strategies 
may still fail to select and apply appropriate strategies to meet the 
demands of different reading tasks. The selection and application of an
appropriate strategy require some control or attention to processing while 
engaged in reading (Snow, & Lohman, 1984).
Metacognition
Readers’ active control of the reading process directly affects their 
comprehension (Block, 1992). This control, often referred to as 
metacognition, includes the knowledge or awareness that certain cognitive 
strategies will be useful (Flavell, 1979), and the ability to use them to 
achieve the reading task. Thus, the failure of a reader who has an 
appropriate repertoire of cognitive strategies to complete a reading task 
effectively, especially when task conditions demand self-regulation, is 
very likely to result from poor metacognitive awareness and control (Corno, 
1986). A good reader, on the other hand, has well-developed metacognitive 
skills over and beyond possessing strategic resources. Developing 
flexibility in choosing appropriately and automatically between the use of 
top- and bottom-level processing also engages the metacognitive skills of 
reading. .According to Baker and Brown (1984), these skills include the 
following abilities:
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(a) clarifying the purposes of reading, that is, understanding both 
the explicit and implicit task demands; (b) identifying the important 
aspects of a message; (c) focusing attention on the major content 
rather than trivia; (d) monitoring ongoing activities to determine 
whether comprehension is occurring; (e) engaging in self-questioning 
to determine whether goals are being achieved; and (f) taking 
corrective action when failures in comprehension are detected.
(p. 354)
Metacognitive ability is, then, a critical component of skilled 
reading. Investigation of the relationship between metacognitive ability 
and effective reading has revealed new insights into the role of the two 
dimensions of metacognition in the reading process (metacognitive awareness 
and metacognitive control). To explain the role of these two components in 
effective reading, Carrell, Pharis, and Liberto (1989) state that 
metacognitive control directs the overall reasoning process in reading, and
"when readers are conscious of the reasoning involved, they can access and 
apply [transfer] that reasoning to similar reading in future situations"
(p. 650).
Metacoqnitive Awareness/Knowledge
Related to the first aspect of metacognition (i.e., awareness), 
studies in LI reading research support the conviction that efficient 
readers are the ones who are aware of the nature of reading and of their 
own reading strategies. About such awareness Baker and Brown (1984) state:
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An essential aim is to make the reader aware of the active nature of 
reading and the importance of employing problem-solving, trouble­
shooting routines to enhance understanding. If the reader can be 
made aware of (a) basic strategies for reading and remembering, (b) 
simple rules of text construction, (c) differing demands of a variety 
of tests [tasks] to which his knowledge may be put, and (d) the 
importance of attempting to use any background knowledge he may have, 
he cannot help but become a more efficient reader. Such self- 
awareness is a prerequisite for self-regulation, the ability to 
monitor and check one’s own cognitive activities while reading.
(p. 376)
In an attempt to explore readers* metacognitive awareness, some L2 
reading researchers focused on learners’ assumptions underlying their 
choice of strategies (Abraham, & Vann, 1987; Horwitz, 1987; Wenden, 1987a; 
Yolanda, & Waxman, 1987). Hosenfeld (1977) reports on readers’ "mini- 
theories" and the need for research on student assumptions and how they 
operate in the process of language learning. Wenden (1986) also 
investigated and classified learners’ knowledge about their language 
learning, and called for research to better understand whether and how this 
stated knowledge is reflected in practice. Wenden classified learners’ 
reports in three categories —  person, task, and, strategy —  those which 
Flavell (1979) first suggested as distinguishing what learners can know 
about learning. In a case study with L2 readers, Devine (1988a) classified 
her subjects as sound-, word-, or meaning-oriented readers, depending on 
what they considered important to effective reading. Barnett (1988) also
examined FL readers* perceptions of strategy use, and how perceived 
strategy use affects L2 comprehension. Carrell’s (1989) classification of 
’’global strategizers” and ’local strategizers” is also based on the 
readers’ own judgements about various types of strategies.
Metacoqnitive Control
As for the second dimension of metacognition, there is some evidence 
that metacognitive control distinguishes more or less skilled readers, and 
reveals how readers approach and control a reading task. The results of 
some studies in LI reading research suggest that what distinguishes good 
readers from poor ones is not always the specific strategies they employ, 
but rather their overall approach to the text (Baker, & Brown, 1984). The 
patterns emerged from some L2 studies provide support in the same 
direction. Hosenfeld’s (1977) "main-meaning line," Devine’s (1988a) 
"meaning-oriented," Sarig’s (1987) "higher-level," Carrell’s (1989) 
"global" processors. Block’s (1986) "integrators," and Barnett’s (1988) 
"text-level" strategizers who read through context have been found to be 
better readers.
To get a more holistic picture of a reader’s effectiveness in 
reading, however, we should investigate both his/her awareness of cognition 
and regulation of reading activities (the two components of metacognition).
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Reading Proficiency
There is little consensus among researchers regarding the 
similarities and differences between first and second or foreign language 
reading processes. Though some similar patterns have emerged from LI and 
L2 reading research (Connor, 1984; Sarig, 1987), it is difficult to compare 
these results across studies as they differ in research methodologies, 
hypotheses tested, and subjects’ degree of expertise in reading. 
Furthermore, L2 reading ability is a more complex phenomenon. There are 
many factors which influence reading ability in a second or foreign 
language, such as the reader’s first language literacy, and second or 
foreign language proficiency.
Some researchers argue that reading in a second or foreign language 
depends on the reading ability in the first language rather than L2
proficiency. According to this view, students who have good reading skills 
in their LI can transfer these higher-level reading skills to a second 
language (Alderson, 1984; Hudson, 1982).
Several other researchers, on the other hand, argue that second or 
foreign language reading ability seems to depend largely upon language 
proficiency in L2 (Clarke, 1980; Cummins, 1979; Cziko, 1980; Devine,
1988b). In this view, the transfer of first language reading abilities to 
a second language is possible only if readers have attained some threshold 
level of proficiency in that language. For example, limitations in second 
language proficiency result in conscious attention to lower-level 
operations (e.g., word recognition processes). Such additional cognitive 
demands make it difficult for a good LI reader to apply his/her reading 
skills to L2 reading contexts (Clarke, 1980).
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Reading in Academic.,Contexts
The questions of whether second or foreign language readers are aware 
of the limitations in their language proficiency, and what they do to cope 
with these difficulties while reading in the second/foreign language are 
still related to metacognitive ability. It has been found that experienced 
second and foreign language readers read more like proficient first 
language readers (Bernhardt, 1991; Block, 1992). Regarding the question 
"what determines this increased reading proficiency," Barnett (1989) 
argues that ". . . it owes as much to effective management of strategies 
[metacognitive control] as to control of language" (p. 53).
Most second/foreign language readers tend to be adults with more and 
better-developed cognitive resources, and thereby they are more likely to 
be better readers. University level second or foreign language students 
especially are in an advantageous position. As Grabe (1991) states, "They 
have a more well-developed conceptual sense of the world . . . .  They can 
make elaborate logical inferences from the text" (p. 386).
Can university-level readers make use of these advantages when
reading in a second or foreign language? As Spiro and Myers (1984) suggest
if we distinguish "context" as the source of information and "task" as the
1
goal of reading, in academic environments the former refers to
specialized texts in a second or foreign language and the latter reading to 
learn. Indeed, it has been found that ESL university students have 
difficulty reading specialized texts to learn new subject matter 
(Christison, Sc Krahnke, 1986; Ostler, 1980). These students encounter 
serious difficulties when they are transferred to the English-medium 
academic mainstream (Snow, & Brinton, 1988). Shih (1992) refers to this 
transition as the one from "learning to read" to "reading to learn."
The reasons why this task of reading to learn is difficult, 
especially for foreign language students, could partly be explained through 
Cummins* two-dimensional language model (1979). The first dimension of 
this model, language context, suggests that language in academic settings 
is less comprehensible due to its decontextualized features. According to 
the second dimension, task complexity, comprehension is most difficult 
because the cognitive demands of the task of acquiring new information 
through reading are high. Reading to learn is then high on both the 
language context and task complexity aspects.
In addition to these language demands, academic environments require 
students to be self-regulated in their learning. In order to regulate 
their learning through reading activities, these students need to know 
about the demands of their reading tasks (task awareness), have knowledge 
about text processing for successful comprehension (strategy awareness), 
and know about whether and how much they have comprehended the text 
(performance awareness) (Anderson, & Armbruster, 1984). All these 
activities involve metacognitive ability. As O'Malley (cited in Wenden, & 
Rubin, 1987) states, "students without metacognitive approaches are 
essentially learners without direction and ability to review their 
progress, accomplishments, and future directions" (p. 6).
Although research on the reading processes of second language readers 
has contributed to our understanding of L2 readers* metacognitive ability, 
there is very little published research on the metacognitive strategies 
actually used by EEL students studying subject matter at English-medium 
universities. This lack of data points to the need for in-depth 
descriptions of what these students actually do as they read, what the 
strengths and weaknesses of their strategic resources are, whether they are
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aware of their resources, and how all these affect their comprehension.
Mentalistic Research Methods
Current interest in the reading process is reflected in another 
important development in the second language reading research: the use of
mentalistic research methods. These methods provide a chance to examine 
what readers actually do when they are engaged in reading (Cohen, & 
Hosenfeld, 1981). Cohen (1987) classifies these research techniques into 
three groups;
(1) Think-aloud (self-revelation); Learners verbalize their thoughts while 
working on a task;
(2) Self-observation; Based on their inspection, learners report on 
specific language behaviors, either introspectively (while the information 
is still in short-term memory) or retrospectively (after the event);
(3) Self-report ; Learners describe what they generally do.
Think-aloud technique has been used to study the reading process by a 
growing number of researchers (Block, 1986, 1992; Cohen, & Hosenfeld, 1981; 
Hosenfeld, 1977; Sarig, 1987). These researchers have identified and 
described readers* strategies through the analysis of verbal data obtained 
from second and foreign language readers.
Retrospective self-observation has been utilized in a series of 
studies to better understand problems of nonnative university students in 
reading specialized English texts (Cohen, Glasman, Rosenbaum-Cohen,
Ferrara, & Fine, 1988). Self-report technique (interview investigation) 
has been used in a study conducted by Devine (1987a) to explore readers* 
perceptions about effective reading.
Bernhardt (1991) also suggests another tool for tracking readers* 
mental processes; recall, i.e., reconstructing a text after having read 
it. She considers recall as the most compatible measure of text 
comprehension with the interactive view of reading as it provides rich data 
on the text-reader interaction, e.g., how readers analyze information, and 
how they interpret it. Based on the analysis of the recall data generated 
by foreign language readers, Bernhardt (1991) argues that **a variety of 
text-based [word recognition, phonemic/graphemic decoding, and syntactic
feature recognition] and reader-based factors [intratextual perception, 
metacognition, and prior knowledge] operate in tandem to influence 
comprehension” (p. 123).
Although the credibility of mentalistic research techniques has been 
criticized (Seliger, 1983), they are now recognized as essential tools in 
investigating text processing (Cohen, & Hosenfeld, 1981; Faerch, & Kasper, 
1987). However, data obtained through the use of only one of these methods 
may be incomplete, and thus may not give reliable results. Ericsson and 
Simon (1984) suggest supplementing think-aloud with retrospective methods 
as the combination of the two will "more clearly convey the general 
structure of the process" (p. 379).
Through the use of the combination of all the above-mentioned 
research methods (think-aloud protocol, retrospective and self-report 
interview, and recall protocol), the present case study investigated the 
metacognitive abilities of six individual EFL freshman readers. While 
previous research leads to the conclusion that metacognitive ability is a 
critical component of effective reading, very few studies have linked the 
two components of metacognition —  knowledge and control (strategies) —  as 
an area of investigation. By focusing on both components of metacognition 
and using the research methods which provided a more direct access to the 
participants* knowledge and strategies, this study attempted to obtain a 
more complete picture of a reader’s effectiveness in reading.
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CHAPTER 3 METHODOLOGY 
Design
The primary focus of this study was on the EFL reader as the active 
participant, and particularly his/her use of metacognitive skills in the 
reading process. The study assumes that cognition in general, and reading 
comprehension in particular is a form of information processing with a 
series of interactive processing stages (Ericsson, & Simon, 1984;
Rumelhart, 1977). More specifically, reading comprehension is viewed in 
this research as an interactive process between the reader and the text 
(Eskey, 1988). In this process the reader transforms upcoming information 
from the printed text into meaning by relating it with his/her stored 
knowledge.
The study was undertaken to investigate readers* comprehension 
processing behaviors in this meaning construction process, particularly 
their level of awareness about how they read, and the strategies they use 
to comprehend a text. An in-depth analysis of these two components was 
expected to reveal the relationship among the following:
(a) metacognitive awareness/knowledge,
(b) approach to reading,
(c) actual strategy use, and
(d) comprehension.
Individual EFL readers were the main source of data in this 
analytical case study which required the use of mentalistic research 
techniques for data collection. The intensive study of single cases 
allowed us to obtain rich data through immediate and direct observations of 
the readers’ thought processes, and their own statements about the ways 
they processed information while reading.
A small number of homogeneous participants provided information over 
a period of several weeks. We started with the participants' own 
descriptions of what they actually did in the process of reading to 
regulate and monitor their understanding of a text —  think-aloud. Then we 
moved to what they think they generally do and why -- self-report —  (from 
actual strategy use and how it relates to comprehension to perceived 
strategy use).
Several techniques from previous research were built into the design 
of this study to produce the needed data base. Verbal data in this study 
were produced in three different ways:
(1) think-aloud protocols which produced data on actual strategy use 
(the information obtained by having the readers verbalize their thought 
processes as they were performing a reading task —  basically unanalyzed 
and unedited [Cohen, 1987]);
(2) delayed retrospective reports which provided information on the 
processes used to construct meaning (the information obtained by having 
readers analyze their thought processes after they had performed the 
reading task —  analyzed and edited verbalizations [Cohen, 1987]);
(3) self-report interviews following retrospective reports which 
produced information on readers* thoughts about what they do when they read 
—  edited information with extensive analysis and abstraction (their 
metacognitive knowledge).
The use of these different sets of mentalistic data provided a better 
understanding of the processes contributing to the readers* comprehension 
of a text which was assessed through recall protocols. The use of recall 
protocols as the measure of comprehension in this study rests on the 
assumption that what is comprehended is the major determiner of what can be 
remembered (Anderson, & Pearson, 1984).
In summary, through an analysis of the verbal data gathered from 
individual EFL readers, and their recall protocols, we investigated the 
relationship between readers* metacognitive knowledge, and their actual 
strategy use and comprehension. Figure 1 summarizes these different sets 
of data collected in the study as well as the techniques for data 
collection. The table also provides a graphic overview of the purpose of 
the study.
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Think-aloud Immediate recall Interviews (Retrospective 
self-report)
-while reading -after reading -general
-actual use of 
strategies 
in text 
processing
-outcome of 
comprehension 
processing
-perceived use of 
strategies
-descriptive/ 
verbal data 
on text 
processing
-quantitative/ 
qualitative 
data on text 
comprehension
-descriptive/verbal 
data on readers* 
perceptions about 
text processing
Metacocinitive
Strategies
good
average comprehenders 
poor
-Metacognitive 
Knowledge/Awareness
Figure 1. A graphie presentation of data collection
Participants
The participants were six Administrative Science freshman students at 
Bilkent University, an English-medium university in Turkey. They were 
equally divided between ex-prep and non-prep students: Ex-prep students
were the students who he,d to take courses in English at prep school on 
entering the university, and non-prep students were those who were exempted 
from such courses. These two types of freshman students are placed in 
either English 103 (more advanced) or English 101 sections (less advanced) 
based on their scores on the freshman English proficiency exam.
The researchers* experience is that ex-prep students seem to have 
greater difficulty in handling specialized academic material in English 
even though there is an ESP component in the prep school program to help 
students form content schemata before they are admitted to university-level 
classes. Non-prep students, on the other hand, may have already developed 
a repertoire of strategies for content learning in English because they 
have focused on content (science and maths) in their secondary school 
education through the medium of English. The purpose of having an equal 
number of students representing each type of freshman student is to make it 
possible to describe differences in their text processing behaviors, if 
any, of two characteristic subpopulations of freshman EFL readers.
Ericsson and Simon (1984) state that individual differences might 
affect the completeness of the verbal data because some people are better
able than others to verbalize their thoughts. On the basis of this 
assumption, the participants were chosen among the students whom their 
teachers described as relatively self-confident, outgoing, and talkative. 
All the participants were volunteers who were willing to act as informants 
in this study, which was also important for the completeness of the data. 
According to the judgements made by their Turkish instructors, the 
participants were good readers in their first language. Prior to the 
individual sessions, they were required to complete a short questionnaire 
on personal background. Brief sketches of the participants are .given 
below.
The three non-prep participants, whom we refer to as Aycan, Fatos, 
and Gökmen, are all from English-medium high schools (science and maths in 
English). Aycan has one year of experience in the U.S., and Gökmen pursued 
some of his first school education at an American elementary school in 
Libya.
Mehmet, Sibel, and Huge are ex-prep participants. Mehmet, though he 
is from an English-medium high school, did not pass the freshman 
proficiency exam the first year. Muge and Sibel pursued their previous 
education through the medium of French (science and maths in French), and 
studied English on a four-hour-per-week basis as a foreign language.
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Text Materials
The text used in this study (see Appendix A) is a 656-word long, 
grade-appropriate expository text structured with a problem/solution 
rhetorical organization. It was selected from Harvard Business Review, a 
journal recommended as a supplementary reading source in Administrative 
Science departments. The same text was used for the think-aloud and the 
recall protocols.
The text was expected to spark interactive activity between readers* 
knowledge-based expectations and the information presented in the text,
i.e., a text which could generate cognitive interest (Kintsch, 1980) or 
knowledge-triggered interest (Hidi, & Baird, 1988). This kind of interest 
is created through certain conceptual relations between new information and 
prior knowledge such as novelty and unexpectedness.
The topic of the text is "the learning dilemma” that most companies 
face in today's business world. Certain claims and the way they are 
presented in the text could generate knowledge-triggered interest. Such 
claims include: "the smartest people find it hardest to learn," "the ones
who are not good at learning are actually highly-skilled professionals," 
"the reason why they are not good at learning is because they have rarely 
failed," and "getting people to learn is not simply a matter of 
motivation." In short, the text was expected (a) to generate knowledge- 
triggered interest and thus increase the reader's engagement with the text, 
and (b) to require more strategy manipulation, placing demands on readers* 
attentional capacities.
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Procedure of Data Collection
Think-aloud Protocols
During the think-aloud protocols the participants performed a reading 
task and revealed how they performed it by verbalizing their thoughts 
without trying to control or direct them (Ericsson, & Simon, 1984). The 
recorded think-aloud data provided useful information regarding how the 
readers regulated and monitored their comprehension, and what strategies 
they used in the reading process.
Think-aloud data were collected in individual sessions conducted by 
the researcher with each participant. The setting for data collection was 
a computer room designated for the research sessions. A think-aloud 
session lasted on average one and a half hours, ranging from one to two 
hours. The procedure of the sessions was the same for each participant —  
practice, think-aloud protocol, and recall protocol — , but the length was 
left flexible as the temporal rate of each stage of the procedure differed 
from one participant to another.
Before reporting, the participants listened to a short segment from 
the recording of a sample think-aloud protocol. They were then given 
practice in thinking aloud while doing problems, along the lines suggested 
by Ericsson and Simon (1984). Before the reading task they practiced 
thinking aloud with a different text. After the practice stage, they were 
given the text, and explained that they should read it to understand and to
learn from it (reading for comprehension and retention).
It was emphasized that what they were required to do during the 
think-aloud protocol was to verbalize whatever was going through their mind 
in whatever form it occurred as they were performing the reading task 
required of them. They were encouraged to use whatever language (English 
or/and Turkish) best represented what they were thinking.
According to Faerch and Kasper's taxonomony of elicitation procedures 
(1987), the think-aloud protocol in this study can be characterized as 
task-integrated and undirected. The researcher did not interfere in the 
think-aloud process so as not to distort the cognitive processes of the 
participants. The participants worked on the reading task, and verbalized 
their thoughts in an ongoing manner. None of them paused longer than 15 
seconds between verbalizations.
Before the think-aloud task the participants were not told about the 
recall protocol so as not to influence the reading process.
Immediate Recall Protocols
In this study reading comprehension is defined as the outco'me of a 
constructive process of relating the information given in text to 
information already stored in memory, and recall is viewed as the most 
appropriate assessment of the outcome of this text-reader interaction 
(Johnston, 1983). The use of immediate recall protocol served two purposes 
in this study:
(a) It provided a comparable measure of comprehension through a 
propositional analysis;
(b) It made it possible for us to make inferences regarding how the 
readers perceived and then reconciled the parts of the text (the discourse 
organization they used in the recalls), and the prior knowledge that 
infiltrated the recalls.
The recall protocols were carried out immediately after the think- 
aloud task. The participants were given a chance to reexamine the text 
again after the think-aloud protocol so that they might reassemble the 
ideas. All the participants had an equal chance to reread the text. They 
were then asked to write down in English what they remembered without 
referring to the text. It was emphasized that they should try to remember
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as much as they could, and write down everything they remembered from the 
text. They were asked to recall it in sentence form rather than list the 
ideas remembered.
Retrospective/Self-Report Interviews
Retrospective/self-report interviews were primarily conducted to 
investigate the readers' knowledge about their own reading processes and 
strategies. These tape-recorded interviews were held with each participant 
individually 24 hours after each think-aloud protocol.
At the beginning of the session the participants were encouraged to 
report on their processing of the think-aloud text. They did not have 
access to their think-aloud protocol, but the researcher probed into the 
particular areas of the think-aloud protocol which she had specified before 
and elicited additional information if necessary. Retrospective reports 
tend to be edited, and therefore more explanatory in nature. Thus, the 
delayed retrospective reports were expected to provide additional data on 
the participants' strategy use by permitting a comparison with their 
concurrent reports (think-aloud).
The second part of the interview —  self-report —  consisted of open- 
ended questions designed to elicit data on the readers' metacognitive 
knowledge. This phase of the study was based on the theoretical 
assumptions regarding the characteristics of metacognitive knowledge.
In the case of L2 readers, metacognitive knowledge includes beliefs, 
perceptions, and concepts that they have acquired about reading in a 
foreign language and the reading process (Wenden, 1987b). This knowledge 
about reading is acquired through experience and becomes a permanent part 
of the learner's stored knowledge. Thus, it is stable (Baker, & Brown,
1984; Flavell, 1979). It is also statable because readers can talk about 
this knowledge which is available to awareness. It is interactive because 
in the course of a reading task it interacts with other factors such as 
experience and goal, and can influence one's choice of strategies (Flavell, 
1979).
In summary, through these self-report interviews we collected data on 
the readers' acquired knowledge about reading in English, particularly to 
explore how influential it is in their strategy choice. The self-report
24
data were obtained through open-ended questions which required the 
participants to articulate their beliefs about reading.
Another characteristic of metacognitive knowledge is that it can be 
fallible because what readers say that they do may be different from what 
they actually do in the reading process (Flavell, 1979). However, asking 
the participants to report on what they did as they were performing the 
think-aloud reading task (retrospective reports) at the beginning of the 
interview provided a reliable basis for their later reports.
In ,this sense, retrospective reports functioned as a lead-in to the 
self-report interview. The participants were asked to reflect upon the 
particular aspects of the (think-aloud) reading experience specified by the 
researcher during the interview. With the researcher asking for 
clarification and expansion of what was being said (e.g., "Is that what you 
usually do?”), the participants were asked to report on their general 
procedures and strategies. Moving onto general questions from what the 
readers actually did made their self-reports a more reliable source of 
insight into their metacognitive knowledge.
The interview questions and how they correspond to the categories 
used to analyze the reported data are given in Appendix C. In some cases, 
however, it was not necessary to ask all of the questions since the readers 
provided the needed information spontaneously in answering other questions.
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Data Analysis
Data analysis consisted of a qualitative analysis of the 
transcriptions of the think-aloud protocols and retrospective/self-report 
interviews, and both a qualitative and quantitative analysis of the recall 
protocols.
The readers were classified as good, average, and poor comprehenders 
based on the evaluation of their recalls. This classification facilitated 
the interpretation of the qualitative data revealing the inter-group 
differences regarding the two components investigated in this study —  
metacognitive strategies and knowledge. The description of the analysis of 
each set of data is given below.
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Analysis of the Think-aloud Data
The think-aloud data on the audiotapes were first completely 
transcribed for each participant (see Appendix D for transcription 
conventions, and Appendix E for sample protocols). The Turkish parts of 
the transcriptions were translated into English on a word-by-word basis. 
The transcriptions of the data were coded using the strategy type 
categories shown in Figure 2.
OVERVIEWING
1. Predicting task demands
2. Predicting content and the organizing principle of the text
ALLOCATING ATTENTION SELECTIVELY
3. Selecting critical aspects of content for processing
4. Attending to text structure
5. Planning ahead
MONITORING COMPREHENSION
6. Determining whether comprehension is occurring/proceeding
7. Evaluating understanding for consistency with other parts of the 
text
V'
8. Evaluating understanding for consistency with prior knowledge
9. Recognizing a problem
10. Identifying problem source
11. Taking a strategic action
12. Checking and revising understanding (solution)
ASSESSING PERFORMANCE
13. Assessing comprehension during reading
14. Assessing mastery of material at the end 
Figure 2. Metacognitive Strategy Types
These categories were derived from the literature on metacognition 
(Baker, & Brown, 1984; Oxford, 1990; Wenden, 1987b), and from the studies 
conducted by Block (1986) and Chamot, & Kupper (1989) to describe the 
strategies which appeared in our data. After transcription, the think- 
aloud verbalizations of each participant were segmented and coded according 
to strategy types depending on the basis of the taxonomy given in Figure 2. 
Given below are an example from the data and a commentary in parentheses 
explaining the basis on which divisions were made, and the coding. Normal
lowercase typography is the readers' reading aloud, and the portions 
written in capital letters are their verbalizations. A slash indicates the 
beginning and the end of a segment.
Sibel: . . . addressing this learning dilemma / I COME ACROSS THIS
dilemma ALL THE TIME AND I DON'T KNOW WHAT IT MEANS / LET ME 
START FROM THE BEGINNING / ((Rereading)) / Every company faces a learning dilemma . . .
(/recognizes a problem, and identifies the source and the 
importance —  dilemma / plans ahead / takes corrective action 
—  rereads /)
To check on the reliability of the strategy coding, the data from one 
of the protocols were coded by another experienced teacher. Small 
disagreements about segmenting and coding were found in only a few 
instances.
This coding system helped us develop a strategy profile chart for 
each participant which provides both the types and frequency of the 
strategies used. The strategy profile charts made it possible to discuss 
the differences among the groups in the ways they processed the text.
As a final step, the coded think-aloud and retrospective reports were 
compared to see whether there were any differences in the records of the 
same process. Combining these two sets of data assured the completeness of 
the verbal data on text processing. The transcriptions below (Figure 3) 
give an impression of the think-aloud and retrospective data from the same 
participant. The column on the left contains a sample from the think-aloud 
data, and it is followed by a retrospection in which the participant 
reflects on the same processes.
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Think-aloud
OKA— Y FIRST SUBTITLE Every 
company faces a ... SMARTEST 
MEANS (.) Teaching smart 
people how to learn I THINK 
IT'S ABOUT TEACHING PROCESS 
OR SOMETHING LIKE IT OKAY 
Any company that aspires ...
Retrospection
First for example at the 
beginning I read the there 
was a subtitle and title I 
read it I read them and umm 
first I thought what the 
whole subject can be about 
and uhmm then I began to read
Figure 3. Excerpts from One Participant's Protocol and Interview (Fatos) 
Analysis of the Recall Protocols
In order to evaluate the readers* recall protocols, we developed a 
content-structure diagram of the text (see Appendix B). Because the text
was long we did not designate each single clause as a separate proposition. 
We characterized the units conveying a complete idea as propositions, and 
arranged them hierarchically. The content structure diagram contains three 
levels of propositions from general to specific: high-level ideas
representing the topic, the problems, and the solution; mid-level ideas 
informing about sub-topics, the causes and consequences; and low-level 
ideas giving details. Each proposition was assigned a point value 
according to its level (high-level: 3, mid-level: 2, and low-level: 1).
The value points assigned to the propositions were cross-validated by two 
proficient readers. The maximum point value of the text was 73.
The recall protocols were first analyzed for (a) the quantity of the 
propositions, that is, the number of the propositions recalled; and (b) the 
quality/value of the propositions, that is, the total point value of the 
propositions recalled. A proposition was counted as recalled if the gist 
was reproduced.
Two trained raters independently evaluated the recalls according to 
the content structure diagram of the text, and then the average was taken. 
There were not wide discrepancies between the raters on any of the recalls. 
Total point value constituted the measure of the recalls. The readers were 
classified as good, average, and poor comprehenders according to this 
qualitative assessment. The quantitative assessment of the recalls (the 
number of the propositions recalled) was taken into account in the 
discussion of the differences among these three groups.
The recalls were then classified according to the discourse 
organization type used by the readers. No disagreement about the 
organization types of the recalls was found between the raters. The 
purpose of this classification was (a) to examine the effects of using the 
same discourse type as that of the original text in the protocols or using 
another on the quantity and quality of the information recalled, and (b) to 
explore if there was a relationship between the discourse organization of 
the recalls and the strategy use. The three groups emerged from this 
classification are as follows:
(1) recall protocols organized the same as the original text;
(2) recall protocols with structures different from that of the
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original text;
(3) recall protocols with no apparent structure.
The recalls were also analyzed according to the knowledge-driven 
elements, that is, what assumptions or perceptions that the readers brought 
to the text based more on their prior knowledge than their comprehension of 
the text itself. The need for this kind of analysis came from the fact 
that there were some statements in the recalls, especially in the poor 
comprehender's recall, which were not stated or even implied in the text. 
Analysis of the Self-Report Interviews
Self-report interview questions were designed to elicit the three 
types of metacognitive knowledge outlined by Flavell (1979) —  person, 
task, and strategy. Thus, three major categories were evident in our data. 
On the basis of these categories a coding scheme was developed for the 
analysis of self-report data (Figure 4). The categories used by Carrell 
(1989) in her study on metacognitive «awareness also influenced the 
selection of categories.
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1- Self-concept as 
reader
(their perceived competence in 
reading)
2- Task purpose (their perceptions about 
expected task goals in 
their learning environment)
3- Task difficulty (their diagnosis of difficulties in 
reading)
4- How-to-read 
strategies
(their evaluations of the 
usefulness of specific strategies)
5- How-to-repair 
strategies
(their reports about the strategies 
they use to correct 
comprehension failures)
Figure 4. Coding Categories for Self-Report Data
Each reader's recorded self-report data was completely transcribed, 
and the non-English parts were translated on a word-by-word basis. The 
data were then segmented into units, and coded depending on the category 
which seemed to be in focus. To check on the reliability of metacognitive 
coding, another experienced teacher segmented and coded the data from one 
of the interviews. Small disagreements about coding were resolved through 
discussion.
The coded units were then examined to determine what they suggested
about the category they represented, e.g., what specific ”how-to-read
strategies" were reported as effective strategies, or what specific
difficulties the responses revealed. Given below are an example from the
data and a commentary in parentheses explaining both the basis on which
divisions were made, and the coding. The crossed-out parts are irrelevant.
A slash indicates the beginning and the end of a unit, and the parts
between dashes indicate references to the specifics.
Sibel: / if there are very long sentences - and full of
technical vocabulary that I don’t know - wh-atolse and 
ist^ ao- - if the plan of the text is not clear then it’s 
more difficult to understand / ‘boeauoe--then-you-can *-t-» / 
form the structure in your mind /
(/ task difficulty - [specific] long sentences - 
technical vocabulary - unclear organization / how-to- 
read strategy [specific] forming the structure of the 
text in mind/)
The next step in the analysis procedure was to develop a 
metacognitive knowledge chart for each reader, which made it possible to 
reach a more complete description of the participants' metacognitive 
abilities.
The analysis of the three sets of data in the way explained in this 
chapter helped us to integrate the concrete description of the readers* 
metacognitive abilities with our own interpretive commentary, which will be 
presented in the next chapter.
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CHAPTER 4 RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
This chapter presents the results of the analysis of three sets of 
data: the recall protocols, think-aloud protocols combined with
retrospective reports, and self-report interviews. The analyses are 
discussed within the framework of metacognition with a primary emphasis on 
intergroup differences.
Results
Recalls
The basic results of the analysis of the recall protocols are 
reported in Table 1. This table shows the number of propositions recalled, 
the total point value of the propositions recalled, and the discourse 
organization type used by the readers to organize their recalls. The 
readers were grouped as good, average, and poor comprehenders, which 
provides the basis for describing the results, according to the total point 
value of the propositions recalled. Group A —  good —  comprises Sibel and 
Huge; Group B —  average —  includes Fatos, Gökmen, and Aycan; and Group 
C —  poor —  is comprised of only one reader, Mehmet.
Table 1
Analysis of the Recalls
Group Reader Number of prop, 
recalled
Prop, 
value / % 
recalled
Discourse 
organization 
of recall
(A)
Sibel 25 50 (63.4 %) (Problem / Solution)
GOOD Muge 20 38 (52 %) (Problem / 
Solution)
(B)
Fatos 10 18 (24.6 %) (Collection / 
Description)
AVERAGE Gökmen 8 16 (21.9 %) (Causation)
Aycan 7 12 (16.4 %) (Collection / 
Description)
(C)POOR
Mehmet 2 2 (2.7 %) no apparent organization
Note. The readers were grouped by the total point value of the prop, 
recalled. Maximum point value of the propositions: 73
Table 1 establishes that the two readers in Group A (good 
comprehenders), Sibel and Muge, are the only readers who used the same
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discourse organization as that of the original text. The average 
comprehenders (Fatos, Gökmen, and Aycan) organized their recalls with 
overall structures different from that of the original text. The 
structures used in their recalls are recorded in Table 1. The poor 
comprehender*s recall (Group C, Mehmet) had no identifiable overall 
organizational plan. He listed ideas without relating them to a 
superordinate topic.
Table 2 displays the number of the high, mid, and low level 
propositions recalled by each reader.
Table 2
Level/Amount Propositions Recalled
Group High Mid Low
Group A
GOOD
Sibel 8 (88.8 %) 11 (64.7 %) 11 (91.6 %)
Huge 4 (44.4 %) 10 (58.8 %) 6 (50 %)
Group B 
AVERAGE 
Fatos 2 (22.2 %) 4 (23.5 %) 4 (33.3 %)
Gökmen 1 (11 %) 6 (35.3 %) 1 (8.3 %)
Aycan 1 (11 %) 3 (17.6 %) 3 (25 %)
Group C
POOR
Mehmet - - 2 (16.6 %)
Note. Total number of propositions: 38
Total number of high level propositions: 9 
Total number of mid level propositions: 17 
Total number of low level propositions: 12
As can be seen in Table 1 and Table 2, what distinguishes the readers 
in Group A from those in the other groups is that (a) they remembered far 
more content, that is, their recall scores were higher both quantitatively 
(the number of propositions they recalled) and qualitatively (the total 
point value of the propositions they recalled); and (b) they organized 
their recalls in the same way as the original text is organized. The 
question of whether and how these differences are related to the strategies 
the readers used is dealt with in the discussion section of the chapter. 
Metacoqnitive Strategy Use
This section presents the results of the analysis of the readers'
think-aloud protocols, and their retrospective reports on what they thought 
they did during the think-aloud protocol· During the data analysis phase, 
the think-aloud protocols provided the primary data source, and the 
retrospective reports were referred to as a supplementary source.
The strategy coding scheme used in the study captured some 
differences in the strategic approaches of the groups. It also reveals 
some intra-group differences, which will be reported in the discussion 
section. To give an impression of the strategy types in our coding scheme. 
Table 3 lists all fourteen strategies belonging to four general groups with 
the definitions, and presents some examples of each. The data included in 
the table were extracted from different readers’ protocols.
Table 3
Sample Think-aloud Excerpts for Each Strategy Type
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Strategy Definition and Sample
OVERVIEWING
1.Predicting task 
demands
2.Predicting content 
and the organizing 
principle of the text
Riiader indicated an awareness and/ 
or primary determinants of task 
demands.
A: ((Looking at the whole text)) OHH
GEE THAT LOOKS LONG Every 
company faces a learning . . .
Reader made a general preview of| 
topic, and/or generated predictions 
as to the content and the 
organizational plan of the text.
G: Any company that . . . first 
resolve a basic dilemma SO 
I CAN UNDERSTAND THAT UHMM 
THIS WRITING WILL BE ABOUT UMM 
COMPANIES AND THEIR INTERACTIONS 
MAYBE
ALLOCATING
ATTENTION SELECTIVELY
3.Selecting critical 
aspects of content 
for processing
Reader identified what was 
important and what was trivial, 
and focused attention on important 
aspects of the content
G: UHM I have coined the terms single 
loop and double loop learning . . 
SO HE'S EXPRESSED IT IN HIS OWN 
TERMS UMM TO EXPRESS THE CRUCIAL 
DISTINCTION BUT I HAVE TO 
UNDERSTAND (.) READING FURTHER
Table 3 (Continued)
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Strategy Definition and Sample
4.Attending to text 
structure
5.Planning ahead
G: . . . why am I set . . .  I I
REMEMBER THE EXAMPLES SO I *M 
SKIPPING THAT
Reader recognized the author's
organization of the text
S: The propensity . . . the second 
mistake . . . OKAY WE'RE COMING
TO THE SECOND MISTAKE
G: Companies can learn how to resolve 
the learning dilemma . . . THAT 
TH THIS IS THE UHMM RESULT PART
Reader mentioned specifically what
s/he would do next.
G: After all, they have spent much 
of their lives acquiring academic 
. . .  I HAVE TO RELATE THIS IN THE 
FIRST FROM THE FIRST PART UHMM
MONITORING
COMPREHENSION
6.Determining whether 
comprehension is 
occurring/proceeding
Reader judged whether the 
comprehension process continues 
smoothly and the goals are being 
achieved.
A: As (.) a result they (2) tend to 
make two mistakes in their efforts 
I THINK I'M NOT GETTING THIS . . .
7.Evaluating 
understanding for 
consistency with 
other parts of the text
M: (.) is a good example of single
loo-HAH OKAY I CAN SEE UNDERSTAND 
THE SINGLE LOOP (.) LEARNING OKAY
Reader used an internal consistency 
standard to evaluate comprehension, 
that is, checking that the ideas 
within the text are consistent with 
one another.
M: . . .  WE MUST THINK ABOUT IT AND
LEARN BETTER YEAH OKAY ((Rereading 
the title)) Teaching how to learn 
smartest people . . . the hardest 
to learn OKAY
8.Evaluating 
understanding for 
consistency with 
prior knowledge
((She assessed her understanding 
of the whole text and turned 
backed to the title.))
Reader used an external consistency 
standard to evaluate comprehension, 
that is, checking that the ideas 
within the text are consistent with 
existing knowledge.
Table 3 (Continued)
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Strategy Definition and Sample
G: . . . because many professionals
. . . successful at what they do
YES THEY ARE they rarely 
experience failure I'M NOT SURE 
IF THIS IS THE CASE ALL THE TIME 
THAT SAYS THEY RARELY EXPERIENCE 
FAILURE
F: UMM GENERALLY WE THINK THAT THEY 
ARE GOOD AT LEARNING BUT (.) HERE 
IT SAYS THAT THEY ARE NOT OKAY UHM
9.Recognizing a problem
10.Identifying problem 
source
11.Taking a strategic 
action
12.Checking and 
revising understanding 
(solution)
ASSESSING
PERFORMANCE
Reader showed an awareness of a comprehension failure (9); 
detected what caused the failure 
(10); determined whether it was 
trivial or worth the effort of attempting resolution, and/or used 
repair strategies to resolve the 
problem (11); and checked the 
outcome of the strategic action (12)
But if learning . . . look inward/
(.) inward / WHAT IS THIS / IT SAYS 
SOLVING PROBLEMS IS IMPORTANT BUT 
((Rereading)) If learning is to 
persist . . . must also look inward
((Reading further)) They need to 
reflect critically on their own 
behavior / HAH THEY MUST LOOK AT 
THEIR INSIDE /
[/ (9) recognizing a problem /
(10) identifying problem source /
(11) taking a strategic action /
(12) checking and revising)
13.Assessing 
comprehension 
during reading
14.Assessing 
mastery of material 
at the end
Reader engaged in review activities to 
test the current state of his/her 
comprehension.
M: . . . shed light on the second
mistake . . . .  LET'S SEE WHAT 
THE SECOND MISTAKE IS THE FIRST 
MISTAKE WAS BECAUSE PEOPLE 
DEFINE UHMM LEARNING AS PROBLEM 
SOLVING THE SECOND ONE IS ABOUT 
THEIR DEFENSIVE REACTION
Reader engaged in a review activity 
after reading to test overall 
comprehension.
M: ((Finished reading)) YES NOW
WHAT IS IT ALL ABOUT ALL WELL- 
EDUCATED BUSINESSMEN EVEN THE 
ONES WHO NEVER FAIL THEY DON'T 
KNOW THAT . . . ((Testing her
mastery of the whole material))
36
Table 4 gives the strategies identified in each reader’s protocol 
(and confirmed by the retrospective reports), and the frequency with which 
the strategies occurred. These results indicate that all readers used a 
similar total number of strategies. Yet the results also show that there 
are differences in the frequency of the use of particular strategies which 
reveal variation in the groups' and individuals' strategy use patterns. 
Table 4
Type and Frequency of the Strategies Used by the Readers
Good Averaae Poor
Strategy type Sibel Huge Fatos Gökmen Ayçan Mehmet
1.Predicting task 
demands - - - -
2 -
2.Predicting content 
and the organizing 
principle of text
- - 2 3 - 3
3.Selecting critical 
aspects of content 
for processing
9 7 10 6 3 7
4.Attending to text 
structure
3 4 3 5 1 4
5.Planning ahead 1 1 3 3 1 4
6.Determining 
whether comprehension 
is occurring/ 
proceeding
3 6 2 2 8 1
7.Evaluating 
understanding for 
consistency with 
other parts of the 
text
5 7 5 3
8.Evaluating 
understanding for 
consistency with 
prior knowledge
1 4 9 11 18 -
9.Recognizing a 
problem
10 4 3 4 11 13
10.identifying 
problem source
9 2 3 1 8 5
11.Taking a 
strategic action
8 8 4 5 4 6
12.Checking and 7 6 10 8 3 7
revising
understanding
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Table 4 (Continued)
Good Averaqe Poor
Strategy type Sibel Muge Fatos Gökmen Aycan Mehmet
13.Assessing 
comprehension 
during reading
5 10 4 5 5 1
14.Assessing 
mastery of 
material at 
the end
1 1 1 - - -
Total strategy use 62 60 59 53 67 51
Self-Report Interviews
This section presents the results of the analysis of the self-report 
interviews and provides examples of each category.
Self-concept
Responses were coded as self-concept if they referred to the progress 
the readers thought they had made since the beginning of their university 
life, which we thought may be influential in the formation of their self- 
concept as readers. The responses coded in this category also provided 
insight into the readers' preferred strategies. What is implicit in their 
responses in terms of metacognitive strategies is given in brackets.
Except for Aycan, all readers reported that they had made some 
progress in reading English texts. Sibel commented on her being more 
familiar with academic genre (evaluating the importance of content and 
formal schemata); Huge stated that she could read and understand faster 
(evaluating her speed in comprehension); Fatos indicated that she could 
read selectively without trying to understand every sentence (selective 
attention); and Gökmen reported on how thinking in English speeded up his 
reading (evaluating the effectiveness of thinking in English while 
reading).
In striking contrast to these readers, the poor comprehender, Mehmet,
seemed to have a very different understanding of progress in reading:
Of course yes for example . . .  I had a big problem pronunciation 
problem I wasn't careful with stresses for example but as I read it 
improves it has improved pronunciation I mean when I remember the 
beginning I laugh . . .  My biggest problem is pronunciation and
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stress I believe that when I solve this problem I'll be a good 
reader.
(evaluating his progress, problem identification, and setting up a 
goal)
Aycan, on the other hand, stated that she had made no progress, and 
she was not even aware of her own reading processes. This is striking 
because she was able to analyze and report her strategies in precise and 
detailed terms.
No well I was reading when before I I started university I was 
reading my own way and I'm still doing the same thing nothing has 
-changed and I don't I mean nobody told me anything about reading if 
I'm reading the right way or the wrong way so I don't know I don't 
even know how I'm reading I'm just reading.
Task purpose
Responses were coded in this category if they indicated the readers*
perceptions about expected task goals in their learning environment. All
readers stressed the importance of reading in the academic context, and
they were all aware of the task purpose —  reading to learn. Below are
some examples which can illustrate the readers' knowledge about task
purpose. What the coded responses suggest about the preferred
metacognitive strategies is also given in brackets.
Sibel's responses reflect a high level of awareness of both the
purpose and the nature of the task:
I mean we are kind of dependent on our textbooks and they are in 
English so we have to read those books understand and in the exams 
that requires deep reading it's important then you can learn and you 
can get good marks but it requires a lot of effort extra effort.
(identifying the purposes of reading, that is, understanding both the 
explicit and implicit task demands —  whether or not to engage in 
deliberate learning, and deciding what level of effort should be 
exerted)
She was also aware that success in the academic context is not a
measure of what one has learned from a particular text, but a measure of
how one uses it by combining with what s/he has learned from other texts.
. . . a good reader should interpret what she reads and then it will
form some kind of background I mean you should be able to go beyond 
the text, relate everything you've read to the other things that 
you've read in the other courses combine them all.
(understanding task demands, and evaluating the effectiveness of 
elaboration strategies)
What Huge said as an answer to one of the questions indicates her 
perception about the task purpose:
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• . . you must evaluate what you read.
(evaluating comprehension)
Fatos' words about a good reader illustrate her awareness of the 
nature of the academic reading task (which requires conscious effort and 
concentration):
. . . he must really care about the subject of the text otherwise
it's impossible to understand that uhmm he must give his mind 
completely to that subject try to understand . . . with complete
attention.
(directed attention, that is, deciding to pay attention to the task 
and avoid irrelevant distractors)
Gökmen also pointed to the importance of reading to learn by
referring to what some other students did for survival purposes:
Some students just don't study at home at all listening to the 
instructors and taking notes studying from the notes is enough but I 
don't agree with them . . . .
(evaluating the importance of reading)
What is also worth noting is the independence of Aycan's approach to
reading which is based on inner authority rather than outside expectations.
The following excerpt illustrates her approach:
I think it's the first most important thing (.) for me (.) reading 
when I'm learning . . . but still it's (.) umm your judgment to
write it down and then read it and reading a textbook . . .  I don't 
know how to explain oh it teaches me and sometimes it makes me think 
more than the teacher wants . . . when I read something it's very
independent and it's just by I do it by myself and I analyze it by my 
way because umm like just separate from the teachers* interaction 
it's just myself . . . sometimes I find something interesting and
although we don't study it in the class . . .  I just investigate that 
. . . it's personal and kind of enjoyable.
(understanding task demands —  extending knowledge — , and 
willingness to take on responsibility for one's own learning)
Mehmet *s response is a good example of how the personal value one
attaches to a reading task is one variable that could influence the way
s/he processes a text:
uhmm reading is very important it's important in real life too at 
least it improves pronunciation.
Task difficulty and how-to-repair strategies
Responses were coded as task difficulty if they were related to 
aspects of reading which the readers thought made a reading task difficult, 
and they were coded as how-to-repair strategies if they indicated the 
repair strategies reported by the readers.
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All readers reported similar difficulties/needs in the process of 
reading. It appeared that the most important elements for reading 
comprehension were vocabulary and knowledge of subject matter (a lexical- 
conceptual element), and the next most important was text organization 
(e.g., discourse markers), and then syntactic structure. Table 5 presents 
the results of both categories.
Table 5
Task Difficulties and How-to-Repair Strategies Reported by the Readers
Readers Task Difficulty How-to-Repair Strategies
Sibel
Muge
Patos
Gökmen
-technical vocabulary 
-implicit text organization 
-long sentences
-word-meaning 
-lack of background 
knowledge 
-long sentences
-lack of background 
knowledge
-technical vocabulary 
-long and complex 
sentences
-word-meaning 
-lack of background 
knowledge
-looking for key 
vocabulary 
-using contextual 
clues to guess the 
meanings of unknown key 
vocabulary
-looking up the unknown 
key vocabulary in the 
dictionary 
-rereading
-looking for logical 
relationships within 
the text
-asking instructors
-using context/ 
contextual clues to 
fill in the gaps in 
comprehension 
-looking up the unknown 
key vocabulary in the 
dictionary 
-looking for logical 
relationships between 
sentences 
-rereading
-using context/ 
contextual clues to 
fill in the gaps in 
comprehension 
-looking up the key 
words in the dictionary 
-attending to examples 
and illustrations 
-rereading
-referring to different 
sources 
-memorizing
-rereading 
-looking for key 
vocabulary 
-using contextual 
clues or word structure 
to guess unknown key 
vocabulary
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Table 5 (Continued)
Readers Task Difficulty How-to-Repair Strategies
Gökmen -looking up the unknown 
key vocabulary in the 
dictionary 
-referring to other 
sources
Ayçan -lack of background 
knowledge 
-word-meaning 
-long texts 
-unfamiliar language 
register
-rereading
-reading further to seek 
clarifications 
-guessing unknown 
vocabulary
Mehmet -lack of background 
knowledge 
-word-meaning
-implicit text organization 
with few discourse markers 
-long sentences
-rereading
-replacing the unknown 
word with another word 
with a similar or 
opposite meaning 
-trial-error 
-reading aloud
Mehmet’s approach to his reading tasks also exemplifies a type of
compensatory strategy —  using rote-learning techniques — , which is not
included in the previews table. The following excerpt from his interview
illustrates why he generally relied on these techniques:
I read a lot many times it's like memorization I kind of memorize 
often unfortunately . . .  if I have time before the exam I study I 
still read aloud time is important too if there is a short time I 
memorize but I can't remember that for a long time.
(Justifying his use of rote-learning techniques)
How-to-read strategies.
Responses were coded as how-to-read strategies if they were related 
to the strategies which the readers felt made the reading effective. All 
readers indicated some knowledge of strategies. Table 6 presents the 
strategies the readers Reported using in text processing, followed by some 
examples to illustrate how the readers justified their evaluation of a 
strategy as effective.
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How-to-Read Strategies Reported by the Readers
Table 6
Reader How-to-Read Strategies
Sibel
Muge
Patos
Gökmen
Ayçan
Mehmet
-reading selectively
-first reading to get the text-gist, and 
then rereading to focus on the details 
-making a mental outline of the text 
-drawing diagrams or charts related to 
the text
-integrating the newly comprehended 
information to her existing knowledge
-reading selectively 
-attending to text structure (topic 
sentences and discourse markers at the 
beginning of the paragraphs)
-looking for logical relationships within 
the text-first reading to get the text-gist, and 
then rereading to focus on the details 
-making a mental outline of the text 
-evaluating comprehension after having 
read each paragraph and relating it to 
the next 
-underlining
-relating the content to real life
-reading selectively 
-rereading
-attending to illustrations 
-summarizing the text in her own words 
-directing and maintaining her attention
-rereading
-thinking in English
-looking for logical relationships within 
the text
-anticipating the content 
-underlining important parts
-looking for logical relationships within 
the text-making a mental outline of the text 
-trying to get the whole 
-analyzing the details
-activating background knowledge before 
reading
-pronouncing each whole word 
-reading aloud 
-rereading 
-reading ahead
-attending to discourse markers 
to identify important ideas 
-attending to punctuation 
-focusing on examples
The following excerpts from the interviews illustrate some of the 
strategies the readers reported using, and their criteria for judging them
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as effective:
Strategy: looking for logical relationships within the text, and
evaluating comprehension after having read each paragraph and 
relating it with the next
Muge: . . . for example he looks at the first paragraph he will
understand something not perhaps all the things but something 
and he will take this in his mind when he reads the second 
paragraph . . .  he will continue to evaluate and he must uhmm 
(.) get something out of everything he reads . . .  so that he 
can link that with the following part because if there are gaps 
between the parts it wouldn't be learning
Strategy: making a mental outline of the text
Aycan: . . . the textbooks are really long and we have to read a lot
so . . .  I just umm make kind of an outline in my mind I just 
like read the title and then the subtitles . . .  I just have to 
make uhmm an organization in my mind . . .  as it gets so long I 
just sometimes forget what I was reading so I have to go back 
and look at the title or whatever.
Strategy: reading aloud
Mehmet: I generally read aloud . . . when I read aloud it helps me when
you read aloud you can visualize it . . .  I read by hearing I 
understand better I mean I both see it and hear it as if I'm 
listening as well.
What is implicit in the following excerpt is that strategies have to
be learner-specific, which is·stressed by Rubin and Thompson (1982) in How
to be a more successful language learner.
Gökmen: . . . tell them these the techniques that I use because I find
them useful myself but I would also add they might not be 
useful for them and they may have to form their own technique 
of reading and finding their own way might be more useful for 
them . . . .
Discussion
Discussion of the results begins with a general discussion of 
metacognitive strategy use of good, average, and poor readers, followed by 
a more specific discussion of inter-group and intra-group differences 
including both their knowledge and strategy use.
General Strategy Use
Differences between the poor comprehender and the other two groups 
were immediately apparent in the data obtained both from the self-report 
interviews and think-aloud protocols [e.g., the frequency with which 
certain strategies were used (see Table 4)). Yet this was not the case 
regarding the differences between good and average comprehenders. 
Information obtained from the self-report data indicated that these two
groups of readers shared some similarities regarding their knowledge about 
what must be done to accomplish a reading-to-learn task. In other words, 
there was not a very clear difference in the metacognitive knowledge these 
readers brought to the task, but rather differences existed in the way they 
actually handled it.
Good comprehenders
Good comprehenders (Sibel and Huge) appeared to have a high level of 
awareness and control of their comprehension processes. In broader terms, 
what distinguished these readers from the others was that (a) they showed 
considerably more competence at resolving comprehension difficulties; (b) 
they seemed to be more determined to understand and to connect the ideas 
within the text into a coherent sequence; and (c) they spontaneously 
assessed their current level of comprehension and mastery of the text.
(a) Good comprehenders constantly monitored their understanding to 
ensure accurate comprehension. They showed great competence at detecting 
comprehension failures and resolving them. However, it was evident in the 
data that they did not take corrective action every time they detected a 
problem. Their comprehension monitoring behavior also included a decision 
as to whether or not a corrective action was necessary, which is assumed to 
be a good reading strategy. The following excerpts can illustrate 
this selective behavior:
(Think-aloud protocol)
Sibel: (Lines. 11-13) Most companies not only have tremendous . . . .
(.) WHAT DOES tremendous MEAN? ((Rereading)) Most companies not 
only have tremendous difficulty addressing this learning 
dilemma IT ISN’T IMPORTANT HAH they aren’t even aware that it 
exists OKAY
(Self-report interview)
First I look at the context to see whether the word is 
important or not if it’s an adjective or adverb it may not be 
that important sometimes there was tremendous for example I 
didn’t know that but it wasn’t important there then if it isn’t 
important I just skip it.
They were able to manipulate their reading processes for the purpose 
of regulating what and how they understood from the text. The strategies 
they often used to regulate their comprehension were rereading and reading 
ahead. When they encountered a problem which they thought important, they 
devoted extra time to studying it and they reread the previous text or read
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the subsequent text in an effort to clarify their understanding.
Sibel: (Lines. 57-67) The propensity . . . to create motivated and
committed employees. NOW LET ME READ THIS PART AGAIN 
((Rereading^ (·) HMMM (.) TO MOTIVATE EMPLOYEES? ((Rereading)) The propensity . . . the second mistake . . . OKAY WE*RE COMINGTO THE SECOND MISTAKE
Muge: (Lines. 61-67) When people have the right attitude . . . and
committed employees. I DIDN'T UNDERSTAND THIS PART OKAY IF 
PEOPLE HAVE THE RIGHT ATTITUDES LEARNING COMES AFTER THAT (2) 
UMM ((Rereading in low voice)) that are designed to create . .
. . OKAY THEY FORM NEW ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURES TO MOTIVATE 
PEOPLE HHMM
(Lines. 29-31) I have coined the terms single loop and double 
loop learning . . . . ((Repeating the terms in low voice))
SINGLE LOOP AND DOUBLE LOOP WHAT DO THEY MEAN? ((Reading 
ahead)) To give a simple analogy: HAH a thermostat that . . .
(b) Good comprehenders recognized and attended to the text structure, 
and tried to construct an interconnected representation of the text which 
benefitted their comprehension and recall.
Sibel: (Lines. 1-5) Any company . . . depends on learning (.) yet most
people . . . .  HMM IT MEANS MANY PEOPLE DON'T KNOW HOW TO LEARN 
(Lines. 5-10) What's more, those . . . not very good at it. (.)
HMM I'm talking about . . . .  IT MEANS THAT THESE PEOPLE 
((Emphasis)) FIND IT HARD TO LEARN
Muge: (Lines. 69-73) It's a reflection of how they think . . . .
Think of these rules as a master program . . . .  ALL LEARNING 
RULES A MASTER PROGRAM HE SEES THEM AS A MASTER PROGRAM IN THE 
BRAIN (Lines. 73-77) Defensive reasoning can block learning 
. . . HMM DEFENSIVE REASONING BLOCKS LEARNING (.) NO MATTER HOW
MUCH MOTIVATED OR COMMITTED YOU ARE ((Links with the previous 
text —  Lines. 61-63)) WHEN THERE IS DEFENSIVE REASONING 
LEARNING STOPS WELL IT'S BLOCKED
As can be seen from these examples, they were active readers looking 
for logical relationships within the text. The criterion they used to 
evaluate their comprehension was generally text-based —  an internal 
consistency standard. While Muge sometimes reacted to the content by 
saying "Very strange," "How come," "Normal I don't know that either," or 
"Yeah this is right" (four instances), Sibel made no comments as such, 
except for one instance of a judgement about the truthfulness of the 
content, "Yes, that's true." Thus, the general tendency within this group 
was to rely more on the textual information to build connections between 
the ideas than on their prior knowledge or experience, which distinguished 
them from the readers in the average group.
Group A were also the only readers who said after the recall protocol 
"Okay, it's finished" with a clear sense of confidence. The others said
"That’s all, I cannot remember anything else." This could be interpreted 
to mean that these readers had developed a retrieval plan to guide their 
recall processes. This plan seemed to have not only a coherent outline of 
the information in memory, but also a criterion for when the recall of the 
information was complete.
(c) Good comprehenders employed deliberate techniques for
understanding and remembering the text. They continuously assessed their
current level of understanding. They often surveyed what they had read to
see if it fit together into a coherent whole, and constructed a
summary/paraphrase of the main points which served as a check whether they
had understood. Their summaries or paraphrases were always accurate. They
also looked through the entire text again after reading for a final check.
Huge: ((Assessing her understanding of the part between the lines 4
and 16)) . . . as a result, they tend to make two mistakes
. . . NOW EVEN THOUGH THE MOST EDUCATED PEOPLE DON’T LEARN VERY
(.) FAST AND THEY HAVE A DILEMMA BECAUSE THEY DON’T KNOW HOW TO 
LEARN AND THEY DON’T THEY ARE EVEN NOT AWARE THAT UHMM A 
PROCESS EXISTS AND THEY MAKE TWO MISTAKES OKAY
Sibel: ((Assessing her understanding of the part between the lines 78
and 84)) IT SAYS THA*: TO BREAK DOWN THE DEFENSIVE BEHAVIORS 
THEY MUST EDUCATE PEOPLE
In summary, these readers concentrated on all four cognitive 
processes classified by Weinstein and Mayer (1983) as selection  ^
acquisition (storage), construction  ^ and integration. They used 
appropriate strategies to influence these processes, and advance their 
learning from the text. More specifically, it was their effective and 
constant use of comprehension monitoring and self-assessment strategies, 
and their reliance on the textual information rather than prior knowledge 
to determine the organizational coherence of the comprehended information 
which distinguished these readers from the others.
Average Comprehenders
Average comprehenders, Fatos, Gökmen, and Aycan, did not monitor 
their comprehension as effectively as Group A. They generally recognized 
and identified problems, but they did not seem to act on them effectively.
Aycan, for instance, was always aware of when she was off the track 
in the comprehension process. However, she either did not take any 
strategic action to get back on, or she reread or read further in an
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attempt to repair her perceived difficulties but did not verbalize any 
final check. The following excerpts from her protocol can illustrate these 
behaviors. In the last instance, she knew that there was a gap in her 
comprehension, but she did not return to the text for a final check. These 
observed behaviors might be related to her lack of persistence in 
developing a coherent understanding of the text rather than a lack of 
ability in monitoring comprehension.
Aycan: (Lines. 54-55) In short, their ability to learn shuts down . .
. (.) WELL I MISSED THE SENTENCE ((Reading further))
(Lines. 73-77) . . . results exactly the opposite of what its
designers had planned. I MISSED THIS SENTENCE TOO.
(Line. 84) . . . breaks down the defenses that block learning.
((Finished reading)) WELL THAT'S TRUE BUT (.) I DON'T KNOW (2) 
BUT I STILL THINK THAT I MISSED THE SECOND MISTAKE
She often engaged in self-questioning activities when a confusion
occurred. Baker and Brown (1984) state that self-questioning strategy
facilitates comprehensio-n by functioning as a form of self-testing. In
Aycan's case, however, this strategy did not seem to promote comprehension
because she*did not engage in a deliberate search for answers. She might
have made a mental note of the questions in the hope that she would find
solutions later. In the data, however, there was no instance of a
conscious effort to find an answer to a previously verbalized question.
(Lines. 13-17) The reason: they . . .  a learning organization 
WHAT DO YOU MEAN BY A LEARNING ORGANIZATION OKAY THE FIRST ONE 
IS UHMM most people define learning . . .
(Lines. 20-23) Solving problems is important. OF COURSE But if 
learning is to persist (.) WHAT DO YOU MEAN BY persist? 
managers and employees must also look inward (.) WHY DOES HE 
ALWAYS KEEP TALKING ABOUT MANAGERS AND EMPLOYEES AND LEARNING? 
They need to reflect critically on their own behavior . . .
Fatos' and Gökmen*s failure to monitor.their comprehension 
effectively, on the other hand, did not seem to result from such an 
inactive behavior (not taking strategic action when needed), but rather 
from their inferencing behaviors. While proceeding through the text they 
constantly engaged in inference-drawing behaviors (e.i., drawing inferences 
from the previous text, and predicting inferences about the subsequent 
text). However, they sometimes made faulty inferences because they had not 
yet processed enough information to draw a plausible conclusion, and thus 
they relied on their prior knowledge to assign an interpretation to the
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text. These interpretations distorted gisting of the subsequent text, and 
they sometimes failed to revise these misunderstandings on continued 
reading.
Fatos: (Lines. 39-42) Highly skilled professionals . . . academic
credentials, OF COURSE IF THEY ARE HIGHLY SKIL SKILLED 
PROFESSIONALS THEN (.) THEY’RE HIGHLY SKILLED BECAUSE (.) THEY 
KNOW HOW TO LEARN THAT’S WHY THEY’RE HIGHLY SKILLED ((which is 
not the author’s intended meaning))
(Lines. 57-59) The propensity among professionals to behave 
defensively helps shed light on the second mistake that 
companies make about learning. SO PROFESSIONALS DEFEND 
THEMSELVES AND THEY THEY EXPERIENCE FAILURE ABOUT A CERTAIN 
SUBJECT AND (.) THAT SHOWS A CERTAIN A SECOND MISTAKE ((which 
is not the second mistake))
Gökmen: (Lines: 1-3) Any company that . . . first resolve a basic
dilemma: SO I CAN UNDERSTAND THAT UMM THIS WRITING WILL BE 
ABOUT UMM COMPANIES AND THEIR INTERACTIONS MAYBE
(Lines. 20-22) Solving problems is important. But if learning 
is to persist, managers and employees must also look inward. SO 
AS I HAD EXPECTED HE’S GOING TO FOCUS ON UMM COMPANIES AND HOW 
HOW THEIR LEADER MAYBE
Reliance on prior knowledge seemed to be a general tendency within 
this group of learners. They generally used an external consistency 
standard to evaluate their comprehension, that is, to evaluate whether text 
ideas are consistent with existing knowledge and experience.
Aycan, for instance, did not usually synthesize textual facts and 
assertions neutrally. She tended to focus on her own thoughts rather than 
the information in the text, and reacted strongly when she disagreed with 
the author’s message. In other words, as she was proceeding through the 
text she reacted to the pieces of information before exploring how these 
pieces fit together. This initial subjective reaction to the text content 
might have resulted in an incomplete construction of the textual meaning. 
Although taking issue with textual ideas is an important critical-reading 
strategy (Swaffar, 1988) —  one of her preferred how-to-read strategies — , 
it should not be employed in the absence of initial understanding of 
textual meaning to allow for simultaneous processing.
Aycan: (Lines. 17-20) most people define learning too narrowly as mere
problem solving (.) PROBLEM SOL SOLVING AND LEARNING ARE VERY 
DIFFERENT so they focus . . . and correcting errors in the
external environment HOW CAN YOU CORRECT ERRORS BEFORE YOU (.) 
KNOW SOMETHING EVEN THOUGH BEFORE (.) CORRECTING AN ERROR YOU 
HAVE TO KNOW WHAT THE ERROR IS I DON'T KNOW
(Lines. 61-62) When people have the right attitudes WHAT DO YOU 
MEAN BY RIGHT ATTITUDE HOW DO YOU KNOW WHAT’S RIGHT AND WRONG
(.) AND FIRST OF ALL ATTITUDE IS SOMETHING (.) SOMETHING REALLY 
NARROW I DON'T KNOW IT'S KIND OF PREJUDICED
(Lines. 78-82) Companies can learn how to resolve the learning 
dilemma . . . .  WELL (.) IF I DON'T KNOW THIS SHOULD COME 
(.) BEFORE YOU GO INTO A COMPANY
The following excerpts from Fatos' and Gökmen's protocols can 
illustrate their use of external consistency criteria for evaluating 
comprehension.
Gökmen: (Lines. 72-73) Think of these rules as a kind of master program
. . . governing all behavior. (2) THAT COULD BE THOUGHT ABOUT
BUT I DON'T THINK IT GOVERNS ALL THE BEHAVIOR DEFENSIVE I MEAN 
IT IT'S GOT MANY OTHER WAYS UMM SUCH A DETAILED PROCESS 
BEHAVIOR DOESN'T DOESN'T IT DOESN'T UMM AS A WHOLE COVER (.)
(Lines. 73-77) Defensive reasoning . . . the opposite of what 
its designers had planned. I THINK THIS IS CORRECT AND I HAVE 
LIVED IT IN MY DAILY LIFE ACTUALLY.
Fatos: (Line. 19) . . . and correcting errors in the external
environment. ((Rereading)) HOW CAN THEY CORRECT ERRORS IN THE 
EXTERNAL ENVIRONMENT? THEY’RE ALREADY THERE ((Laugh))
(Lines. 51-54) So whenever their single loop strategies go 
wrong, they become defensive AS A PROFESSIONALS AND AS THEY 
THINK THAT THEY'RE GOOD AT LEARNING AS THEY THINK THAT THEY 
NEVER FAIL SO (.) THEY'RE DEFENSIVE THAT'S THE WAY IT SHOULD BE 
I MEAN IF I (.) WERE A PROFESSIONAL ABOUT A CERTAIN SUBJECT AND 
I WOULD BE DEFENSIVE
The difference between good and average comprehenders in their use of 
prior knowledge and inference could be explained by their level of 
awareness and their use of the text structure. Meyer and Freedle (1984) 
point out that problem/solution passages are tightly organized and provide 
additional information about the relationship among ideas, and thus require 
less reliance on prior knowledge and inference. Average readers recognized 
the text structure, but they did not use it as a primary comprehension 
strategy. They relied more on their existing knowledge and inferences to 
construct meaning from the text. Good comprehenders, on the other hand, 
appeared to have used the structure of the text to guide their 
comprehension and recall.
Average readers also differed from the good comprehenders in their 
less frequent use of self-assessment/test strategies. They appeared to 
devote most of their attention to meaning rather than to storage and 
retrieval. They did not use assessment strategies during reading as often 
as good comprehenders, and, except for Fatos, they did not test their 
understanding of the whole text after having finished reading it. This
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might be due to their conception of the task because they reported that 
they used these strategies frequently. They might have seen the task as 
one which did not require them to shift down to a learning process.
Poor Comprehender
The poor comprehender, Mehmet, differed from the other readers not
only in his actual strategy use but also in his knowledge about reading
processes and strategies. First of all, he did not verbalize the
procedures that he used during the think-aloud protocol as much as the
other readers. He often postponed reporting his thoughts as in the
following instances. This might be either because he was less able to
reflect on his reading processes (possibly due to the cognitive overload)
than the others, or because he simply avoided reporting his thoughts.
Mehmet: ((Reading the title)) Teaching smart people to learn by Chris
Argyris OKAY ABO— UT ((Reading ahead)) Any company that . . .
(Line. 29) I have coined the term (.) single loop (.) and 
double loop loop (2) WHAT DOES IT MEAN LOOP ((Rereading)) OKAY 
I CAN IMAGINE LATER
(Line. 68-71) But effective double loop learning is not simply 
. . . (2) DOUBLE LEARNING? DOUBLE LOOP LEARNING? (.) MAYBE
((Breath)) action ((Reading ahead))
(Line. 49) And because they have rarely failed WHY THEY ARE 
FAILED BECAUSE THEY ARE (2) HHMM because they have rarely 
failed they have never learned . . . .  HHMM
Mehmet also differed from the other readers in his rather slow rate 
of reading and his short processing units (some of his processing units 
were nonsyntactic), which may in fact have contributed to his low level of 
comprehension. This interpretation is also supported by Swaffar (1988) who 
states that slow reading correlates with lower comprehension because 
attention to words inhibits the reader’s attention to conceptual 
information (Swaffar, 1988).
His slow processing and decoding problems seemed to leave little 
capacity for effective construction processes, which could account for his 
low recall score. His recall protocol indicates that he interpreted the 
main idea of the text as "employer and employee relations". This 
misinterpretation might be attributed to the prior knowledge he employed to 
make sense of the text. However, in his think-aloud protocol there were no 
instances of overt reliance on prior knowledge.
Mehmet seemed to have less control of the comprehension monitoring 
process. Most of the problems that he verbalized were word-level problems. 
When he encountered a nonlexical problem, he seemed to show less competence 
at identifying the source. Another weakness of his comprehension 
monitoring strategy was that it did not include a decision as to what could 
be ignored and what should be solved.
Mehmet proceeded through the text with relatively short and frequent 
backtrackings. His attention was often on unfamiliar word meanings and 
connecting sentences rather than connecting larger units of the text. When 
he attempted to solve lexical problems, he used only one strategy that he 
reported as his preferred strategy in the interview. He did not consider 
any other corrective options.
(Self-report interview)
. . . I replace that word with other words similar or opposite
meaning then later I combine these words and try to imagine 
understand is it true or logical.
(Think-aloud protocol)
(Line. 57) Th^ propensity among {.) propensity MEANS (2) 
PROXIMATE NO PROPENSITY (.) PROPENSITY PROPENSITY WHAT CAN I 
SAY (.) WHAT IS THE MEANING OF ((Inaudible)) PROXIMATY (.) I 
CAN IMAGINE LATER ((Reading further)) The proximaty among 
professionals to behave . . .
(Think-aloud protocol)
(Lines. 70-71) that is, the cognitive rule . . . design and 
implement implement MEANS? DESIGN? ((Breath)) IMPLEME— ENT HOW 
CAN I SAY ANOTHER MEANING OF THE IMPLEMENT WHAT *S THE MEANING 
OF? EXECUTE? THEY USE TO DESIGN AND EXECUTE THEIR ACTIONS 
IMPLEMENT OKAY they use they use to design and execute their 
action OKAY I SEE WHAT DOES IT MEAN IMPLEMENT EXECUTE
He attended to the text structure, but did not recognize the top-
level organization. Thus, he could not take advantage of the structure of
the text to identify the important ideas, to figure out the relationship
among these ideas, and to recall them.
(Think-aloud protocol)
(Line. 68) But effective double loop learning HHMM THE WRITE—  
ER TRY TO COM— COMPARE THE DOUBLE LOOP LEARNING AND SINGLE LOOP 
LEARNING OR CAN BE ADVANTAGES AND DISADVANTAGES OKAY 
((Rereading))
(Self-report interview)
I read the first paragraph and I tried to find the thesis what 
the topic was then it was difficult I would say that I didn't 
find the thesis then about this topic I started to explain step
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by step the writer classified it into parts like firstly and 
secondly in the firstly part it talks about advantages and disadvantages
Then as I said in the first part there were two parts there too 
I looked at the examples then I looked at the development part 
after the first there was a format like we learned in this 
format since it says first there must be secondly and thirdly I 
couldn't find that I couldn't find the second because the first 
one was clear
As can be seen from these examples, his approach to reading was 
rather formulaic, which might have resulted from his initial language 
learning practice. He searched for explicit signals to the organization of 
the information in the text. The cues to which he attended in his reading 
process, presumably to identify the important ideas and to explore the 
interrelationship among them, were the discourse markers and the physical 
locations of the paragraphs. He was not in fact aware that ideas do not 
acquire importance from their physical locations within paragraphs, but 
from the meaning relationships with other ideas in the text.
In short, this reader did not show competence at monitoring his 
comprehension, and constructing an interpretation of the text by evaluating 
it for plausibility, interconnectedness, and completeness. What he 
reported as important in effective reading (pronunciation —  sound-letter 
relations —  punctuation, vocabulary, discourse markers) appeared to have a 
powerful effect on his processing behaviors. It seems that there was a 
serious mismatch between what he brought to the task (his knowledge, and 
cognitive repertoire) and what was required of him to accomplish the task.
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CHAPTER 5 CONCLUSION 
Summary of the Study
The present study investigated six individual EFL freshman students* 
metacognitive skills in reading through the analysis of verbal data.
Specifically, the focus was on the students' actual strategy use, their 
level of awareness of how they read, and how their awareness and control of 
strategy use were reflected in their comprehension of a text.
The findings of the study seem to support the conclusion of 
researchers such as Baker and Brown (1984) who state that metacognitive 
skills in reading reliably differentiate between good and poor readers.
The results indicate that performance differences among the groups did not 
arise because of the differences in the readers* background experience with 
English, but rather in their effective use of metacognitive strategies. 
Although the good comprehenders had considerably less experience with 
English than the other readers, their high level of awareness and control 
of their reading processes produced an advantage over the others* greater 
practice with the language. The data obtained from the good readers also 
verified the say/do relationship; that is, there was not a lack of 
correspondence between what they said they generally did, and what they 
actually did.
The results indicate that the strategies the good comprehenders used 
did not only increase the quantity of comprehension, but also resulted in 
more qualitative differences than the other readers. Specifically, the use 
of two strategies distinguished these readers from the others: 
comprehension monitoring, and self-assessment strategies.
They frequently checked their understanding for consistency with 
other parts of the text, and this helped them construct logical connections 
among the ideas. They were the only readers who used the discourse plan of 
the text to organize their recalls. This result is consistent with the 
findings of the studies which investigated knowledge and use of textual 
organization: Students who understood the organization of a text and used
the same organization to write their recall protocols remembered more 
information than those who did not (Carrell, 1984; Meyer, Brandth, & Bluth, 
1980). They also spontaneously assessed their current level of
comprehension and mastery, which facilitated storage and retrieval 
processes.
The average comprehenders differed from the good ones not in their 
metacognitive knowledge, but rather their use of that knowledge during 
reading. This finding indicates that students’ awareness is important for 
their performance, but not sufficient. What is also important is the 
ability to translate this knowledge into strategic use when reading.
The average comprehenders did not use comprehension monitoring 
strategies as effectively as the good comprehenders. They recognized the 
discourse plan of the text. However, they did not use that plan to 
organize their recall protocols. It might be because they did not try as 
much as the good ones to fill in the gaps in their comprehension, and to 
construct an interconnected representation of the text. The average 
comprehenders also differed from the good ones in that they generally used 
an external consistency standard to evaluate their comprehension, and’ thus 
relied more on their prior knowledge.
The poor comprehender, on the other hand, differed»'from the good ones 
not only in his metacognitive knowledge, but in his text processing 
behaviors as well. The poor comprehender’s data indicate low task-purpose 
and strategic awareness, and a low performance in reading comprehension.
The data from his think-aloud protocol and self-report interview indicate 
that his beliefs about what was important in reading (pronunciation) 
directed his processing behaviors (focusing on sound-letter relations/word- 
recognition processes). Or, it might also be interpreted to mean that his 
decoding difficulties led him to establish those beliefs. This is what 
Barnett (1988) calls the "chicken-or-egg question of exactly how strategy 
use and perceived strategy use interact” (p. 157). However they interact, 
this finding is consistent with the conclusion arrived at in the 
literature: The relationship between knowledge and strategy use is an
interdependent one (Wong, 1987).
The characteristics of the poor comprehender's metacognitive 
knowledge and text processing behaviors are similar to Carrell’s (1989) 
local strategizers who also focus on sound-letter relations, and word 
meaning, and Devine’s (1988a) sound-centered readers who equated good
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reading with good pronunciation.
The poor comprehender’s focusing on a more narrow context than on 
other levels can be explained by Stanovich's (1986) "nominal” (what is on 
the page), and "effective" (what is being used by the reader) context 
distinction. He states that decoding problems reduce the context [nominal 
context) available to the reader which hinders reading for meaning. The 
poor comprehender's more local processing behaviors, or as Eskey (1988) 
states his "holding in the bottom" might have restricted his 
(metacognitive). control over higher-level reading processes (e.g., text 
integration).
In summary, the results of the present study suggest that readers who 
use metacognitive strategies which help them control their cognitive 
processes comprehend better and recall better.
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Assessment of the Study and Implications for Future
Research
The terminology used in the present study to describe the 
participants (good, average, and poor) were determined by their varying 
degrees of performance on the recall protocols. The analysis of the 
readers' awareness and observed strategy use justified our classification. 
In other words, the readers with the highest recall scores were the ones 
who showed both a high awareness of effective strategies, and high 
competence at using these strategies while reading.
However, there is the question of whether the readers described as 
good comprehenders by the procedure used in this study (in relation to the 
particular task they performed) would still be identified as good readers 
if a different procedure had been used. The answer to this question seems 
to be positive. Since our focus was on the readers' metacognitive skills, 
it seems reasonable to assume that the ones who were found to be highly 
knowledgeable about their reading processes, and competent at regulating 
these processes during reading are very likely to be able to transfer these 
skills to other tasks. This assumption, however, does not eliminate the 
fact that additional studies are needed before the effectiveness of the 
strategies used by the good readers in this study are validated.
Our good readers' minimal reliance on their existing knowledge to 
evaluate their understanding like Block’s (1986) "integrators" may be 
attributable to the use of a problem/solution text in this study. Future 
research could use texts with different organizations so that the 
interactions between text structure and strategy use can be explored.
To our knowledge, much of the metacognitive research in second and 
foreign language reading set out to explore only one dimension of 
metacognition. Many strategy studies addressed the relationship between 
metacognition and effective reading by investigating either readers' actual 
strategy use or their awareness of strategies. The present study, however, 
obtained rich data on both aspects which made it possible to make more 
reliable inferences on metacognitive factors in reading.
It would not be sound, of course, to generalize these inferences to 
larger populations as they were made based on the verbalizations of a small 
number of individual readers. Yet, the primary purpose of the present 
study was to arrive at an understanding of the issue -- metacognitive 
skills in reading —  in great detail but not to produce generaliza'jle 
knowledge. Moreover, our confidence in the obtained data is strengthened 
by the assertions made by some researchers such as Hayes and Flower (cited 
in Cohen, 1987) who state that ". . .it [verbal data] provides direct
evidence about processes [of individual readers] that are otherwise 
invisible, yields rich data and thus promotes exploration of cognitive 
processes" (p. 38).
However, in the present study, the individual strategies used by the 
readers were not evaluated statistically as to their negative or positive 
effects on the overall comprehension process. Thus, our descriptive 
analysis of the verbal data constituted the primary basis of the 
conclusions regarding the effectiveness of these strategies. We now 
suggest a combination of both empirical and mentalistic approaches be used 
to design additional studies with larger samples from similar contexts. 
Investigation of the impact of first language reading ability on foreign 
language reading competence would also extend the findings of this study.
The categories used in this study and the obtained data could also 
help researchers construct a questionnaire to test empirically the
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relationship between readers' awareness of the processes involved in 
reading-to-learn tasks and effective strategies required to accomplish 
these tasks. Testing students* awareness empirically through the use of a 
questionnaire could lead to more generalizable results.
Training studies also need to be designed with the goal of teaching 
students how to control their reading activities through the use of 
metacognitive strategies so that they can better comprehend and learn from 
academic texts. The present study^ in this sense, could provide authentic 
background knowledge for researchers to design training studies.
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Implications for Second/Foreign Language Reading
The obtained data in this study suggest that there should be two 
kinds of training content to be included in reading instruction programs: 
an awareness of the relevant knowledge involved in effective reading, and 
the ability to use this knowledge in the actual process of reading.
The findings of the study also suggest that while there are apparent 
patterns reflecting group tendencies, there is also individual variation 
within the groups which points to the need for reader-centered instruction. 
The data collection procedures used in this study can be helpful in 
providing a rich data base for designing such individualized reading 
instruction programs.
Think-aloud protocols and retrospective reports can help teachers 
analyze their students* reading processes. This analysis can give teachers 
insights into students* difficulties, and the type of strategies they use. 
Self-report interviews could provide a rich source of insight on the 
metacognitive knowledge students acquired about themselves (e.g., their 
cognitive resources —  person knowledge), tasks (task knowledge), and 
effective strategies (strategic knowledge). Recall protocols also 
contribute to the data base by revealing useful information about students* 
overall interpretation of a text.
Through these procedures teachers can assess students* cognitive 
strengths and weaknesses, and decide whether students* cognitive resources 
match the tasks which they have to cope with in their immediate learning 
situations. Emerging discrepancies between what students bring to the
learning situation and what is required of them could determine the content 
of reading instruction programs.
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Think-Aloud Reading Text
Every company faces a learning dilemma: 
the smartest people 
find it the hardest to learn.
Teaching Smart People 
How to Learn
by Chris Argyris
APPENDIX A
1 Any company that aspires to succeed in the
2 tougher business environment of the 1990s must
3 first resolve a basic dilemma: success in the market-
4 place increasingly depends on learning, yet most
5 people don't know how to learn. What's more, those
6 members of the organization that many assume to
7 be the best at learning are, in fact, not very good at
8 it. I am talking about the well-educated, high-pow-
9 ered, high-commitment professionals who occupy
10 key leadership positions in the modern corporation.
1 1 Most companies not only have tremendous diffi-
12 culty addressing this learning dilemma; they aren't
13 even aware that it exists. The reason: they misunder-
14 stand what learning is and how to bring it about. As
15 a result, they tend to make two mistakes in their
16 efforts to become a learning organization.
17 First, most people define learning too narrowly as
18 mere "problem solving," so they focus on identify-
19 ing and correcting errors in the external environ-
20 ment. Solving problems is important. But if learning
21 is to persist, managers and employees must also look
22 inward. They need to reflect critically on their own
23 behavior, identify the ways they often inadvertently
24 contribute to the organization's problems, and then
25 change how they act. In particular, they must learn
26 how the very way they go about defining ar>d solv-
27 ing problems can be a source of problems in its
28 own right.
29 I have coined the terms "single loop" and "double
30 loop" learning to capture this crucial distinction. To
31 give a simple analogy: a thermostat that automati-
32 cally turr« on the heat whenever the temperature in
33 a room drops below 68 degrees is a good example of
34 single-loop learning. A thermostat that could ask,
35 "Why am I set at 68 degrees?” and then explore
36 whether or not some other temperature might more
37 economically achieve the goal of heating the room
38 would be engaging in double-loop learning.
39 Highly skilled professionals are frequently very
40 good at single-loop learning. After all, they have 
4 1 spent much of their lives acquiring academic cre-
42 dentials, mastering one or a number of intellectual
43 disciplines, arvi applying those disciplines to solve
44 real-world problems. But ironically, this very fact
45 helps explain why professionals are often so bad at
46 double-loop learning.
47 Put simply, because many professionals are
48 almost always successful at what they do, they rarely
49 experience failure. Arxl because they have rarely
50 failed, they have never learned how to learn from
51 failure. So whenever their single-loop learning
52 strategies go wrong, they become defer«ive, screen
53  out criticism, and put the "blame" on anyone and
54 everyone but themselves. In short, their ability to
55 learn shuts down precisely at the moment they need
56 it the most.
57 The propensity among professionals to behave
58  defensively helps shed light on the second mistake
59 thct companies make about learning. The common
60 assumption is that getting people to learn is largely a
61 matter of motivation. When people have the right
62 attitudes and commitment, learning automatically
63 follows. So companies focus on creating new organi-
64 zational structures - compensation programs, per-
65 formance reviews, corporate cultures, and the like -
66 that are desigrted to create motivated and committed
67 employees.
68 But effective double-loop learning is not simply a
69 function of how people feel. It is a reflection of how
70 they think - that is, the cognitive rules or reasoning
71 they use to design and implement their actions.
72  Think of these rules as a kind of "master program"
73 stored in the brain, governing all behavior. Defensive
74 reasoning can block learning even when the individ-
75 ual commitment to it is high, just as a computer pro-
76 gram with hidden bugs can produce results exactly
77 the opposite of what its designers had planned.
78 Companies can learn how to resolve the learning
79 dilemma. What it takes is to make the ways man-
80 agers arvd employees reason about their behavior a
81 focus of organizational learning and continuous im-
82 provement programs. Teaching people how to reason
83 about their behavior in new and more effective ways
84 breaks down the defenses that block learning.
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The Content-Structure Diagram of the Text
67
No Level Proposition and Type Value
1. High
2. High
3. High
4. High
5. High
6. High
7. High
8. High
9. Mid
10. Mid
11. Mid
12. Mid
13. Mid
14. Low
15. Low
16. Low
17. Mid
18. Mid
19. Mid
20. Low
21. Low
22. Low
23. Mid
Topic 3
Companies that aspires to succeed
Setting 3
in the tougher business environment of the 1990*s 
Problem 1 3
face a learning problem.
Problem 1, evidence (antecedent) 3
Well-educated, high-powered, high-commitment people 
who occupy key leadership positions in these 
companies are not very good at learning.
Problem 2 3
Most companies have tremendous difficulty addressing 
this learning dilemma.
Problem 2 (antecedents 3
They misunderstand what learning is
Problem 2 (antecedent) 3
and how to bring it about.
Problem 2 fconsequence) 3
They tend to make two mistakes.
Problem 2, Mistake 1 (antecedent) 2
Most people define learning too narrowly as mere 
"problem solving".
Problem 2, Mistake 1 (consequence) 2
They focus on identifying and correcting errors 
in the external environment.
Problem 2, Mistake 1, solution (antecedent) 2
If learning is to persist
Problem 2, Mistake 1, solution (consequence) 2
managers and employees must also look inward.
Problem 2, Mistake If explanation of solution 2
They need to reflect critically on their behavior, 
identify the ways they often inadvertently 
contribute to the organizations problems and then 
change how they act.
Problem 2, Mistake 1, solution (specific) 1
In particular, they must learn how the very 
way they go about defining and solving 
problems can be a source of problems in its 
own right.
Problem 2, Mistake 1 (attribution) 1
"single loop" learning
Problem 2, Mistake 1 (attribution) 1
"double loop" learning
Problem 2, Mistake 1 (explanation of attribution) 2
single loop learning
Problem 2, Mistake 1 (explanation of attribution) 2
double loop learning
Problem 2, Mistake 1 (attribution, covariance) 2
Highly-skilled professionals are frequently very 
good at single-loop learning.
Problem 2, Mistake 1 (antecedent of attribution) 1 
They have spent much of their lives acquiring 
academic credentials, mastering one or a number 
disciplines . . . .
Problem 2, Mistake 1 (equivalent of attribution) 1 
Many professionals are almost always successful 
at what they do.
Problem 2, Mistake 1 (consequence of attribution) 1 
They rarely experience failure.
Problem 2, Mistake 1 (consequence of attribution) 2
They have never learned how to learn from failure.
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No Level Proposition and Type Value
24. Mid Problem 2, Mistake 1 (explanation of consequence
of attribution) 2
Whenever their single-loop learning strategies go 
wrong they become defensive, screen out criticism, 
and put the blame on others.
25. Mid Problem 2, Mistake 1 (summary of attribution) 2
their ability to learn shuts down precisely 
at the moment they need it the most.
26. Mid Problem 2, Mistake 2 (antecedent) 2
The common assumption— getting people to learn is 
largely a matter of motivation.
27. Low Problem 2, Mistake 2 (explanation of antecedent) 1
When people have the right attitudes and 
commitment, learning automatically follows.
28. Mid Problem 2, Mistake 2 (consequence) 2
Companies focus on creating new organizational 
structures . . .  to create motivated and committed 
employees.
29. Low Problem 2, Mistake 2 (adversative) 1
But effective double-loop learning is not simply 
a function of how people feel.
30. Mid Problem 2, Mistake 2 (explanation of adversative) 2
It is a reflection of how they think.
31. Low Problem 2, Mistake 2 (equivalent of adversative) 1
that is, the cognitive rules or reasoning they 
use to design and implement their actions.
32. Low Problem 2, Mistake 2 (exemplification of
adversative) 1
Think of these rules as a kind of "master 
program" stored in the brain, governing all 
behavior.
33. Mid Problem 2, Mistake 2 (explanation of adversative) 2
Defensive reasoning can block learning even when the 
individual commitment to it is high,
34. Low Problem 2, Mistake 2 (exemplification of
adversative) 1
just as a computer program with hidden bugs 
can produce results exactly the opposite of 
what its designers had planned.
35. Low Solution 1
Companies can learn how to resolve the learning 
dilemma.
36. Mid Solution (antecedent) 2
What it takes is to make the ways managers and employees 
reason about their behavior a focus of organizational 
learning and continuous improvement programs.
37. High Solution (.explanation of antecedent) 3
Teaching people how to reason about their behavior 
in new and more effective ways
38. Mid Solution (consequence) 2
breaks down the defenses that block learning.
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Self-Report Interview Questions
1. What do you think makes a reading task difficult to understand? 
(Category 3, Task difficulty)
2. When you do not understand something what do you do?
(Category 5, How-to-repair strategies)
3. What recommendations would you make to a friend who has difficulty in 
understanding textbooks?
(Category 4, How-to-read strategies)
(Category 5, How-to-repair strategies)
4. Have you developed any special techniques that you find useful in 
reading your textbooks?
(Category 4, How-to-read strategies)
5· Can you tell me about the role of reading in your learning as a 
university student?
(Category 2, Task purpose)
6· Do you think you have made progress in reading English texts since you 
started university?
(Category 1^  Self-concept as reader)
7. What would you like to do better as a reader?
(Category 1, Self-concept as reader)
(Category 4, How-to-read strategies)
8. Can you describe a good reader to me?
(All C£,tegories)
APPENDIX C
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Transcription Conventions for Think-Aloud Protocols 
The following conventions were used in the transcriptions:
1. The text portions were typed in normal lower/upper case, and the think 
aloud portions were typed in capital letters.
2. Each end-of-paragraph summary was coded by SM, and a general summary at 
the end of a text was coded by GSM.
3. All pauses were noted by a parenthesized period (.)· Pauses with a
duration of two seconds or longer were numbered in parentheses, e.g., (2).
4. Reading in a low voice was coded as ((RLV)).
5. Simple descriptions of vocal behavior were coded if necessary, e.g., 
((CLEARS THROAT)), ((BREATH)).
6. Utterances like HMM, UMM, HAH were included in the running text of the 
think aloud segments.
7. When a single word was lengthened within the word in an unusual or 
deliberate manner, the point where lengthening occurred was marked with a 
double hyphen (e.g.,. a— nd).
8. When a syllable or sound was repeated, relevant letter or syllable was 
repeated in the transcript (e.g., y you).
9. When the verbalization contains a word from the text referred as a 
word, it was underlined.
APPENDIX D
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APPENDIX E
Sample Think-Aloud Protocols
Sample 1 
Muge
Text Line 
Title 
1/2
3/5
5/7
8/10
Code
SM
Transcription
VERY STRANGE the smartest people find it 
hardest to learn
Any company that aspires to succeed in . . .
the 1990s must first HE *S GIVING AN EXAMPLE 
ABOUT THE YEAR 1990 ((BREATH)) THE MOST 
IMPORTANT BUSINESS PEOPLE must first resolve a 
basic dilemma . . . yet, most people don’t know
how to learn.
UHMM I DON’T KNOW THIS
What’s more, those members . . . are, in fact,
not very good at it 
HHH HOW COME
I’m talking about the well-educated, high 
commitment professionals . . .  in the modern 
corporation.
THIS MEANS EVEN THE BEST PROFESSIONALS CAN’T 
LEARN WELL THE ONES WHO ARE WELL-EDUCATED 
AND HIGH-POWERED
Sample 2 
Sibel 
Text line 
68/71
72/75
75-76
Code
SM
Transcription
But effective . . . .  It is a reflection . . .
IT SAYS HOW THEY THINK IS IMPORTANT 
((Rereading)) effective double loop learning 
. . . Think of these rules . . . governing all
behavior. Defensive reasoning . . . commitment 
to it high. (.) ((RLV)) can block learning
HAH IT SAYS HERE DEFENSIVE REASONING CAN BLOCK 
LEARNING even when . . . , just as a computer 
program with hidden bugs . . . .  
bugs MUST BE VIRUS COMPUTER VIRUS HERE 
((RLV)) defensive reasoning can block 
I MEAN IT TALKS ABOUT HOW YOUR ATTITUDE I MEAN 
YOUR WAY OF THINKING CAN BLOCK YOUR LEARNING 
EVEN IF INDIVIDUAL COMMITMENT IS TOO HIGH 
DEFENSIVE REASONING CAN BLOCK YOU HHMM
